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ABSTRACT 
Research in the area of family studies in the last decade has found a relationship 
between divorce and negative child outcomes. What is uncertain about this relationship is by 
what mechanisms does divorce exert its impact on children development. The present study 
integrates literature on femily issues, divorce, and community disorganization and proposes a 
research model which identifies two mediating variables, parental psychological distress and 
parenting behavior, by which family structure influences child outcomes. Descriptive statistics 
and structural equation modeling technique are used to test various study hypotheses. Results 
show that divorce has adverse consequences for adolescent development indirectly through its 
impact on parental psychological well-being and parenting behavior for both boys and girls. 
Part of this relationship between divorce and poor adolescent outcomes is explained by 
economic pressure and community disorganization. A slightly different pattern of relationship 
among variables is found between boys' versus girls' models. Specifically, economic pressure 
has a direct eflFect on inept parenting for boys, but not for girls; whereas family structure has a 
direct eflfect on maternal psychological distress for girls, but not for boys. Policy implications 
include education for becoming better parents, an Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 
program, and enforcement of child support and alimony awards. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
Research on marriage and the family thirty years ago had a generally optimistic view 
on divorce. In the 1970s and the early 1980s, after observing the increasing dissolution of 
nuclear families, some social scientists believed that a new trend of social change was taking 
place. With an increasing number of women joining the labor force and being more financially 
independent, women were believed to be liberated, or to be emancipated, to pursue their own 
freedom and life styles. Divorce in such a light was viewed as a symbol of social improvement 
that both genders have reached the same status with equal access to opportunities and 
freedom for women to escape from unhappy marriages that were not possible before. Divorce 
was believed to be a viable environment that is as equally nurturant for both child and adult 
development as other living arrangements. Thus, divorce was not a sign of social 
disorganization or a crisis in traditional family values, it was merely a gradual social evolution 
that society had progressed to a better and equitable state. 
However, this optimistic view changed in the late 1980s with accumulated empirical 
evidence that divorce in fact does have detrimental effects on both children's and adult's 
development. Research on divorce and its effects on both child and adult adjustment has 
repeatedly found a negative relationship between the two. Children living in divorced families 
were found to be more depressed, had more academic problems, engaged in more delinquent 
behavior, and had higher prevalence rates of substance abuse (Amato & Keith 1991; 
McLanahan & Sandefiir, 1994). On the other hand, adults who experienced divorce as 
children had lower educational attainment level, higher levels of psychological diflBcuIties and 
more marital breakups (Amato & Keith, 1991). Hence, many researchers gradually became 
skeptical about the view that divorce is an equally viable living arrangement for both children 
and aduhs that provides emotional and material shelters. 
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As a result of this departure from the optimism that divorce has no significant negative 
consequences for both children and adults, a divisiveness has emerged in the social science 
conununity. For some researchers (for instance, Popenoe, 1993), the dissolution of traditional 
families and its association with negative consequences for both children and adults signals a 
social crisis. More research needs to be conducted in this field to further understanding of the 
causes, processes and consequences of divorce. On the other hand, some feminists (for 
instance, Stacy, 1993) believe that by conducting research focused on the deleterious effects 
of divorce or viewing divorce with a pathological perspective, the newly obtained social 
equality by women may be threatened. Political conservatives may use such research fmdings 
to support their claim that women should stay at home and nurture their children to preserve 
the traditional nuclear family and for the greater good of the society as a whole. Research 
with an emphasis on divorce may unintentionally, but indirectly, jeopardize the social status of 
the women. Allen (1993) maintained that too much emphasis was placed on the family 
structure. Instead, family processes, should be the focus of the study on family interactions. 
Research also has pointed out that most children of divorced families do not develop serious 
long-term development problems and that the base rates of internalizing and externalizing 
problems among children living in single-parent households are relatively low (Amato & 
Keith, 1991). Further, the diflFerences in development between children living in single-parent 
households and those living in intact families are not great enough to merit a persistent 
emphasis on the family structure. 
Such claims are true but also ignore the fact that being in a single-parent household 
does actually double (sometimes, triple) the risk for development problems. For instance, if 
only 5% of the children in two-parent families had conduct problems, 15% of the children in 
single-parent families have the same problems. Thus, although 15% may not seem to signify 
an alarming problem, the threefold risk is one. Further, micro-level phenomena, such as 
family processes, are oftentimes functions of stnictural variables. As will be discussed in the 
literature review section family structure, like other structural variables, dictates how parents 
interact with their children. The fact that the effect of divorce on adolescent development is 
indirect through family processes does not suggest that it is not important. As for the claim 
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that research on divorce may be used against women's welfare, it is believed that it will be in 
the best interest of women and children if the harsh reality of divorced families is revealed. 
For instance, both laymen and researchers alike need to be aware of the fact that daughters of 
divorced families are at higher risk of engaging in sexual activities, becoming early parents, 
and are more likely to divorce themselves (Amato & Keith, 1991; MaLanahan & Sandefiir, 
1994). Only through better understanding of the dynamics between family structure and family 
processes, we will be in a position to envision better policies for the families and the children 
in need. 
Plan of the present study 
The present study proposes that there is a relationship between divorce and negative 
adolescent development problems and that much of this relationship is mediated through 
parental psychological distress and parenting. Two additional avenues by which divorce 
exerts its impact are also examined. Chapter Two presents the conceptual model which 
captures the essence of the theoretical arguments behind the links among variables. The 
current study integrates empirical findings fi'om research on divorce, the family and social 
disorganization theory. Chapter Three describes the research design and how each individual 
construct was measured. By employing a combined data set merging two related research 
projects, the Iowa Youth and Family Project (lYFP), and the Iowa Single Parent Project 
(ISSP), the current study is able to assess the effect of family structure on adult and child 
development. Much of previous research has failed to include both family types thus 
comparisons were not possible. Chapter Four reports the results by first eliminating the 
possibility that socio-economic status might be a factor that explain family differences in 
adolescent development. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrices are presented to 
establish the fact that at the bivariate level divorce is linked with negative child outcomes and 
that proposed mediating variables are correlated with both exogenous and endogenous 
variables. The last part of Chapter Four presents results from structural equation modeling 
(SEM) with the hierarchically-nested model comparison technique. Conclusions and 
theoretical and policy implications for the present study are presented in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The high and steadily increasing divorce rate in the past 30 years has drastically 
changed the American family. In the 1960s, the probability of divorce for a white female was 
about 20%. By 1980, it increased to 45% (Espenshade, 1985; Schoen, 1987). Projections 
indicate that between one half and two thirds of recently contracted first marriages will 
eventually end in divorce (Bumpass, 1990; Martin & Bumpass, 1989). Further, parents are no 
longer staying together for the sake of their children; over 60% of divorcing couples have 
children (Hetherington, 1982). As a result of this gradual two-parent family dissolution, 
increasingly more children are living with single parents. An estimate indicates that 44% of 
children bom between 1970 and 1984 will live for a period of time in a single-parent family 
(Bumpass and Sweet, 1989). Sixty percent of children bom in the 1990s are projected to 
have the same experience (Furstenberg and Cherlin, 1991). 
Such a structural change in the family institution has a tremendous impact on the 
children who live in those divorced or separated households. Numerous studies have 
demonstrated that divorce has significantly negative consequences for adolescents. Children 
of divorced families are at higher risk for developing an assortment of externalizing and 
internalizing adjustment problems (Demo & Acock, 1988). Specifically, these children are 
more likely to engage in delinquent acts and to use drugs and alcohol (McLanahan & Booth, 
1989). Educational attainment level tends to be lower among children fi-om mother-only 
families than that among those fi-om two-parent families. They are also more likely to drop 
out of high school (McLanahan & Sanderfur, 1994). In addition, on average, children fi-om 
single-parent households are more depressed (Conger & Chao, 1996) and generally have 
lower psychological well-being and self-esteem (Amato & Keith, 1991). Daughters of 
divorced families are more likely to receive welfare, to marry early and to have children early, 
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to divorce and become single mothers themselves (McLanahan & Booth, 1989). Deleterious 
consequences of divorce not only affect children, they also aJOfect young adults who 
experienced divorce when th^ were children. Chase-Lansdale et al. (1995) found a moderate 
but long-term negative effect of divorce on mental health in young adults in a longitudinal 
study, after controlling for economic status, children's emotional problems, and school 
performance preceding marital dissolution. 
Mothers in single-parent families 
Much of the observed relationship between divorce and adolescent adjustment 
problems has been attributed, at least in part, to the fact that mothers in the single-parent 
households suffer from a series of negative life events associated with the divorce (loss of 
social status, move to a different neighborhood, and financial strain etc.) and subsequent 
psychological distress, especially depressive mood (Forgatch, Patterson, & Skinner, 1988). 
For some families, divorce may be a positive solution to destructive family functioning, but for 
most families divorce signals a stressful life transition. Due to the stress, change, uncertainty, 
conflict, and loss divorced parents often have to go through, they are apt to feel more 
depressed, anxious, angry, rejected and incompetent than their counterparts in intact two-
parent families (Hetherington, 1982). Some researchers have argued that parental depression 
may have a powerful impact on self-assessed marital adjustment and parental perception of 
child maladjustment which, in turn, may impact on parent-child relations (Brody and 
Forehand, 1988). A depressed person tends to view events in a negative light (Abramson, 
Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978). Such a psychological orientation may give a positively-
intended behavior a negative response, which may trigger a hostile action in return (Forehand, 
Patterson, & Skirmer, 1988). 
Further, such negative affect impairs parenting behavior, which increases the likelihood 
of maladjustment behaviors in adolescents. Research on single-parent families has shown that 
single parents not only tend to have higher levels of depression than parents in intact families, 
they also are more likely to engage in inept parenting (Lorenz, Simons, Conger, Elder, 
Johnson, & Chao, 1996; Lorenz, Simons, and Chao, 1996; Simons and Johnson, 1996; 
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Hetherington, 1982). Inept parenting refers to the extent to which parents engage in 
behaviors that show poor monitoring and supervision of the child, and is inconsistent, harsh, 
and unafifectionate to their children. Single parents are more likely to use harsh punishment, 
to be less affectionate to their children, and be inconsistent when they discipline. Such 
parenting practices tend to facilitate the children's propensity to display hostile, harsh, or 
antisocial behavior patterns when they interact with others, and to place them at higher risk 
for emotional problems. 
On a cognitive level, parental depressed mood affects perceptions of marital quality 
and child adjustment (depressed parents tend to view their marital relationship as negative and 
their children as maladjusted). On a behavioral level, depressed parents are more likely to 
adopt a disinterested and irritable approach to interacting with others as they tend to withdraw 
from activities and situations where social skills are required (Downey & Coyne 1990). Thus, 
depressed mood has been identified as one major type of psychological distress that intrudes 
on parenting skills (McLoyd, 1990; McLoyd & Wilson, 1991) which, in turn, hinders positive 
adolescent development. Consistent with this idea, several studies have reported such a 
relationship between parental psychological distress and inept parenting (Hamish, Dodge, & 
Valente, 1995; Conger, Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Simons, & Whitbeck, 1992; Simons, Beaman, 
Conger, & Chao, 1993; Simons, Lorenz, Wu, & Conger, 1993). Thus, parental depressed 
mood and inept parenting are considered as two major mechanisms through which divorce 
exerts its impact on adolescent adjustment. Note that parental depressed mood not only has a 
direct impact on adolescent adjustment, it also has an indirect influence on adolescent 
adjustment through parenting. 
In addition to the mediational roles that parental depressed mood and inept parenting 
play in explaining the relationship between family structure and negative adolescent outcomes, 
there are at least two more avenues whereby divorce might produce adolescent 
maladjustment; economic pressure and community disorganization. 
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Economic pressure and adolescent adjustment 
Prior research has linked economic hardship to negative child outcomes. Bolger et al. 
(Bolger, Patterson, & Thompson, 1995) reported that children in families with persistent 
economic hardship are more likely to have difficulties in peer relations, show conduct 
problems at school, and report low self-esteem than those who did not. Parental depression 
and quality of parenting were thought to be mediating the effect of economic hardship on 
adolescent maladjustment. Due to the &ct that parents in families experiencing economic 
hardship are overburdened by both work and home responsibilities, they tend to have less 
emotional stability and financial security needed to provide their children a nurturant home 
environment and to engage in effective parenting practices. Consequently, children in such 
families are more likely to develop adjustment problems than those from families without 
economic hardship. In the family stress model proposed by Conger et. al. (1992), economic 
pressure measured as the extent to which the family's income level matches its financial needs 
and obligations was found to impact on adolescent adjustment indirectly through parental 
depression and quality of parenting. Actually, some research findings indicate that it is 
economic pressure, rather than low income per se, that has a deleterious effect on individuals 
and families (Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Conger, Simons, Whitbeck, Huch, Melby, 1990; Conger, 
Ge, Elder, Lorenz, Simons, 1994). 
Further, research on divorce has shown that most families suffer a substantive income 
loss as a result of divorce. Estimates indicate that, on average, divorced families experience 
30 % to 50% income decrease following divorce (Chamber, 1979; Cherlin, 1992; Duncan and 
Hoffinan, 1985). In a study of sixty single mothers, Arendell (1986) reported that a majority 
(90% or fifly-six out of sixty) of the women find themselves pushed below the poverty line or 
close to it immediately following divorce. A sustained decline in economic well-being can 
easily transform into downward social mobility; e.g. loss of social status and social support, 
change in employment (work more hours for less pay), residential relocation to a socially 
disadvantaged community, and reduced quality of living (McLanahan & Booth, 1989). Not 
only do single mothers experience income loss in absolute terms, they also experience 
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economic strain as most of them can no longer enjoy the life style they were used to before 
divorce. 
Given the fact that most divorced families sufifer a dramatic reduction in income and 
that economic hardship has been linked to adolescent maladjustment, it is reasonable to 
hypothesize that part of the relationship between divorce and negative child outcomes may be 
a result of economic hardship. Combining all the theoretical elements discussed above. Figure 
1 depicts this avenue of economic pressure by which divorce impacts on adolescents. 
Figure 1 indicates that level of economic pressure may be one of the factors that 
explain family structure differences in adolescent adjustment through its impact on mother's 
psychological well-being (Path A) and quality of parenting (Path B). Given the fact that a 
majority of single mothers experience high economic pressure, they are more likely to be 
depressed which, in turn, impairs the parent-child relationship. As a result of this economic 
disadvantage in single-mother families, adolescents in such households are at higher risk for 
adjustment problems. In addition to its indirect impact on adolescent adjustment through 
maternal psychological distress and inept parenting, economic pressure also has a direct 
impact on adolescent adjustment (Path C) that is independent of the influence of maternal 
psychological distress and inept parenting. This direct link has been reported by Bolger et. al. 
(1995) and Duncan, Brook-Gunn, and Klebanov (1994). Although these writers examined the 
mediational role that parenting behavior plays between family poverty and poor child 
development, they kept emphasizing the importance of the direct link between family financial 
conditions and negative child outcomes. 
In addition. Figure 1 shows an arrow leading fi-om family structure to mother's 
depression which indicates that single mothers are more likely to be emotionally distraught 
(Path D). They are also apt to engage in ineffective parenting (Path E). Given that single 
mothers are more depressed and that they do not parent well, adolescents in single-mother 
households are at higher risk for developing adjustment problems. The effect of family 
structure on adolescent adjustment may be direct (Path F) and indirect through maternal 
psychological distress and inept parenting. Note that parental depressed mood not only has a 
Economic 
Pressure 
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Ends Material Financial 
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t 
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Figure 1: Theoretical model of relations between variables 
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direct impact on adolescent adjustment (Path L), it also has an mdirect influence on adolescent 
adjustment through parenting (Path J and Path K). 
A second avenue by which divorce may influence adolescent outcomes is 
neighborhood conditions. 
Community disorganization and adolescent outcomes 
Research on ecological Actors and delinquency or crime rates has long established that 
there is a relationship between poor neighborhood conditions and high delinquency rates or 
high crime rates. In their classic work. Juvenile Delinquency cmd Urban Areas, Shaw and 
McKay (1942) demonstrated that certain urban areas show persistent high delinquency rates 
regardless of population turnover, which led them to believe that community characteristics, 
rather than individual compositional effects, explain delinquency. In the language of social 
disorganization theory, communities plagued by persistent high rates of criminal activities are 
characterized not only with structural or institutional deterioration, but also with a lack of 
formal and informal social control. Structural or institutional deterioration refers to macro-
level conditions of a community that gradually change for the worse. Population turnover 
(e.g. affluent residents moving out, poor residents moving in, anonymity among residents due 
to high residential mobility), ethnic heterogeneity, family poverty, high percentage of single-
parent families, joblessness, run-down businesses etc. are examples of such deterioration. 
Informal social control refers to the extent to which local social networks and support systems 
provide commonly shared expectations, obligations and values that regulate individuals' 
behavior and accordingly guard against the occurrence of delinquent acts. Socially 
disadvantaged communities characterized with institutional deterioration and lack of formal 
and informal social control foster, or at least tolerate, the emergence of delinquency or a 
subculture that undermines the mainstream society's value systems. 
In addition, some have argued that due to their economic strain and susceptibility to 
downward social mobility, single-parent families are more likely to live in socially 
disadvantaged communities, which further lower the children's chances for positive socio-
emotional development and upward social mobility (Wilson, 1987). Due to the economic 
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stress that most single mothers experience, some of them have to move to a more affordable 
neighborhood. One study found that 38% of divorced mothers experienced a residential move 
during the first year after a divorce. Household moves in subsequent years dropped oflf to 
around 20%, on average. However, such rates are still about one-third higher than the 
residential mobility rates of two-parent households (McLanahan, 1983). Single mothers living 
in socially disadvantaged neighborhoods where social controls are weak have less control and 
supervision over their children, which places children from single-parent households at higher 
risk for being exposed to deviant subcultures or to engage in antisocial behavior. In summary, 
there seems to be little dispute in this area of research that a relationship exists between 
community characteristics and delinquency. What is at issue is by what mechanisms do poor 
community conditions produce crime (Sampson, 1992; Tienda, 1989). 
In an effort to identify the mechanisms whereby community disorganization exerts its 
impact on individuals and families, Wilson (1991a, 1991b) has examined familial and 
psychological processes that might be influenced from living in socially disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. Wilson suggested that living in a neighborhood with poverty, joblessness, 
high crime rates, and mstitutional deterioration tends to produce what he terms "social 
isolation". Social isolation refers to the extent to which individuals living in a certain 
neighborhood do not have contact or sustained interaction with individuals and institutions 
that represent mainstream society (Wilson, 1987). Living in such communities tend to foster a 
psychological orientation that focuses on the present rather than the future, poor planning and 
organization, little sense of personal self-control or self-efficacy, and a lack of emphasis on 
school or job-related skills. Obviously, such an inclination may not facilitate effective 
parenting practices which require long-term plarming for the future of children, careful familial 
management, and fair and reasonable parent-child interaction skills. 
Further, living in a socially disadvantaged community with low job prospects, lack of 
social and medical services, poor quality schools, and low attachment to the community 
among the residents has a demoralizing effect on both the parents and the children. One of 
the implications of this demoralizing effect is the idea that individuals living in communities 
with social disadvantage tend to be more depressed. Due to the fact that the everyday life of 
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individuals living in such communities is fiill of despair, indifference, and low aspirations for 
job or education attainment, depressed mood might be prevalent among the residents. Few 
studies have looked at the ways that commimity characteristics influence adult behavior or 
psychological well-being which, in turn, affects child outcomes (Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn, & 
Duncan, 1994). Li the Klebanov et al. (1994) study, neighborhood poverty (measured as 
proportion of neighbors with annual income less than $10,000) was found to be associated 
with maternal warmth (a type of parenting behavior) after controlling for family conditions. In 
addition, Simons and his colleagues also found that after controlling for family socioeconomic 
status, two community disadvantage constructs; economic disadvantage and proportion of 
single-parents, continued to show direct and indirect associations with adolescent conduct 
problems and emotional difBcuIties. Further, community disadvantage was found to have a 
significant impact on quality of parenting after controlling for family SES, proportion of single 
parents, and population size (Simons, Johnson, Beaman, Conger, & Whitbeck, 1996). Thus, 
it seems reasonable to hypothesize that poor neighborhood conditions not only directly affects 
adolescent outcomes, they also indirectly impede adolescent development through a disruptive 
effect on parental behavior. 
Given the fact that parents living in socially disorganized communities tend to have 
less control over their children and the possibility that single-parent families are more likely to 
live in socially disadvantaged communities, it is plausible that conmiunity disorganization is 
part of the reason that there is a relationship between divorce and poor adolescent adjustment. 
Figure 1 depicts avenues by which community characteristics may influence adolescent 
adjustment. The arrow in Figure 1 leading fi^om conununity characteristics to maternal 
psychological distress (Path G) indicates that mothers living in socially disadvantaged 
communities tend to have higher levels of psychological distress given the fact that everyday 
life in such communities has low prospect that anything will change for the better. These 
individuals also tend to engage in ineffective parenting (Path H) since they have low control 
and supervision over their children (Matsueda, & Heimer, 1987; Steinberg, 1987) and there is 
a psychological orientation in them that impedes planning, organization and discipline. In 
addition to these two indirect paths whereby community disorganization impacts on 
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adolescent adjustment through mother's depression and quality of parenting, there is a direct 
efifect of community characteristics on adolescent adjustment that goes beyond maternal 
psychological well-being and ineffective parenting (Path I). This direct link between poor 
community conditions and inadequate parenting practices has been suggested by Wilson 
(1991a, 1991b). 
The two-headed arrow between economic pressure and family structure indicates that 
single parents are more likely to be financially disadvantaged. The causality of these two 
variables is not at issue in the current study. Some studies have indicated that low economic 
status couples tend to divorce more frequently which suggests that socioeconomic conditions 
of individuals causes marital disruption. In a similar vein, others have argued low predivorce 
income places families at higher risk for divorce . Although it seems that economic hardship 
can be either a cause or a consequence of divorce, in the present study these two variables are 
simply assumed to be correlated with each other. 
In addition, there is another two-headed arrow between community characteristics and 
family structure. This indicates that single mothers are more likely to live in socially 
disadvantaged communities because of their financial difficulties. Whereas some have argued 
that single-parents may drift into poor neighborhoods (a selection hypothesis), it seems 
equally possible that parents living in disadvantaged communities are at higher risk to break 
up their marriage (a community effect). However, these possibilities are left untouched in the 
current study. The research model makes no assumption regarding the causal priorities that 
operate in relationship between community characteristics and family structure. 
The same logic applies to the relationship between community disorganization and 
economic pressure. It is assumed that individuals who live in disorganized communities are 
more likely to experience economic diflBculties. Also, it is equally possible that mothers with 
economic hardship tend to live in poor or disadvantaged communities. The causal order of 
these two variables, community characteristics and economic pressure, is not pursued in the 
present study. 
In sununary, the current study offers a comprehensive approach to understanding the 
familial process by which family structure differences (single-parent versus two-parent 
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families) explain adolescent development. Maternal psychological distress and inept parenting 
are identified as two major social-psychological mechanisms whereby divorce exerts its impact 
on adolescent adjustment. Further, community characteristics and economic pressure are two 
additional avenues that may be part of the explanation why there is a link between divorce and 
poor adolescent development. 
To be specific, there are four research questions that will be addressed. In response to 
McLanahan and Booth's (1989) observation that the relative power of neighborhood 
characteristics versus family economic conditions and familial socialization processes in 
understanding differences between children fi'om single-parent and two-parent families is not 
known, the first concern of this study is about the relative explanatory power of each of the 
exogenous variables for adolescent adjustment. In some of the previous studies on the effects 
of economic hardship and family processes on adolescent outcomes, family structure was not 
included (e.g. Conger, Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Simons, Whitbeck, 1992; Bolger, Patterson, 
Thompson, 1995). Therefore it was not possible in those studies to evaluate its effect on the 
adolescent outcome variables. This study will contribute to the literature by examining the 
relative power of each of the exogenous variables. 
A second question that the current study will attempt to address is whether there is a 
direct and/or an indirect effect of community characteristics on maternal psychological well-
being, parenting behavior, and adolescent adjustment. Klebanov et al. (1994) proposed and 
supported by empirical findings that neighborhood poverty, measured as proportion of 
families that had an annual income below $10,000, has an adverse effect on maternal warmth 
after controlling for family-level variables. However, Klebanov and her colleagues were not 
able to find a mediational effect of maternal psychological well-being for neighborhood 
characteristics. The current study will not only validate or invalidate the results of the 
previous study with empirical findings, but will further extend the scope of the research by 
investigating the extent to which community characteristics directly or indirectly explain 
differences in adolescent adjustment through mother's depression as well as through quality of 
parenting. 
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Also central to the current study is whether there are gender differences in adolescent 
adjustment in response to stressful life events. According to the social learning theory 
(Bandura and Waiters, 1963), parents are the initial and primary significant others with whom 
children socialize. The presence of the same-sex parent is considered vital for the child's sex-
specific behavior (Demo & Acock, 1988). Smgle parent families represent a problem for child 
development since most of them are female-headed which, in turn, promote the probability for 
boys to develop adjustment problems. While girls in mother-only femilies have the custodial 
mothers as their role model, boys have to adjust to the new living arrangement without the 
same-sex parents (Demo & Acock, 1988). Most research on the effect of divorce on 
adolescent outcomes has indicated that boys seem to be more vulnerable when family 
disruption occurs. Guidubaldi and Perry (1985) found, for instance, that after controlling for 
the effect of social class, boys in divorced families manifested significantly more maladaptive 
symptoms and behavior problems than boys in intact two-parent families. Hetherington 
(1982) also reported that the mother-son dyad relation is the most problematic among the four 
possible parent-child dyads. Due to the fact that single-mothers are more likely to be 
depressed, may have less control over their children without the presence of the father, and 
that boys are more often exposed to parental conflict and are less allowed to express their 
emotional needs, it seems reasonable to posit that disrupted parenting in the female-headed 
household may have a more profound effect on boys than on girls. 
In addition, the present study tries to address the question whether community 
characteristics have a larger adverse effect on boys' adjustment than on girls'. Research on 
adolescent deviance suggests that boys tend to have higher rates of delinquency and 
criminality than girls (Gottfi-edson, & Hirschi, 1990) and that boys are more vulnerable to 
stressful life events (Patterson, Vaden, Griesler, & Kupersmidt, 1991; Hetherington, 1979; 
Wallerstein, 1984) In a recent study by Simons et. al. (1996), community disadvantage was 
found to have both direct and indirect effects on adolescent psychological distress for boys. 
Given these findings it seems reasonable to posit that community has a larger detrimental 
effect on boys than on girls. However, some previous research (e.g. Amato & Keith, 1991) 
found no gender differences in development of adolescent misconduct in divorced versus 
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intact &milies. Perhaps adolescent adjustment problems in response to divorce are gender-
specific. Boys may show more conduct problems than girls and girls may display more 
emotional difficulties than boys in mother-only families. 
The research model, as depicted in Figure 1, will be estimated with adolescent conduct 
problems as one outcome variable and again with psychological distress as another. The same 
models wUl be estimated separately for boys and for girls. It will be interesting to see if there 
is any difference in the pattern of relationships between the variables in the model for the two 
outcomes. For instance, does economic pressure have a more profound effect on maternal 
development of psychological distress which, in turn, leads to adolescent development of the 
same problem than it does on conduct problems? Does mother's depression and quality of 
parenting have a larger impact on adolescent conduct problems or emotional difficulties? All 
of these and related questions will be examined in the current study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODS 
Study design 
The sample for the current study involves two related data sets, the Iowa Youth and 
Families Project (lYFP) and the Iowa Single Parent Project (ISPP). Both projects are panel 
studies. The analysis performed in the current study is based on a pooled sample consisting of 
families from both projects with combined data collected in 1991 for both projects. The lYFP 
was initiated in 1989 with 451 families participating in the first-wave data collection. Only 
white families were studied because there were too few minority families in rural Iowa to 
generate meaningful and comparable data for them. 407 families remained in the lYFP in 
1991, when the third-wave data was collected. Since the primary focus of the lYFP is to 
understand the impact of economic hardship during the farm crisis in the mid-1980s on family 
functioning, an eight-county area in north-central Iowa was chosen as the study target area 
where many farmers lost their farming-related businesses while others are stilling trying to 
survive in the face of severe debt. 
There were several criteria that a family had to meet before it entered the lYFP. First, 
since early adolescence is an important developmental transition period and one of the 
purposes of the study is to understand the effect of economic hardship on adolescent 
adjustment, the family had to have a seventh-grade boy or girl (the target child). Second, to 
examine the relationships between economic hardship, marital relationship quality, and 
adolescent adjustment, families were selected only if the seventh-grader lived with both 
biological parents. Third, the relationship between the target child and his or her sibling may 
have a bearing on family processes. Therefore, families were qualified only if the target child 
had a sibling within 4 years of age of the target child. 
The lYFP families were recruited through 34 public and private schools in the eight 
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counties. Names and addresses of seven-grade students (initially in 1989, then the research 
project has followed them in subsequent years into their young adulthood) and their parents 
were obtained from all schools in communities of6,500 or less in the identified counties. 
Families were sent a letter explaining the project and were subsequently contacted by 
telephone and asked to participate. Each family member was compensated at a rate of about 
$10 per hour for the time spent in the study. Of all the families qualified for the study, about 
78% ( a total of 451 families) agreed to participate after initial contact by telephone in 1989. 
Initiated two years later than the lYFP, the ISPP is a panel study of207 female-headed 
families containing target adolescents (eighth or ninth graders in 1991) of approximately the 
same age as those in the lYFP. All of the mothers in the sample were white. To produce a 
sample of roughly over 200 single-parent families, the study sampling frame had to be 
expanded to approximately two-thu-d of all counties in Iowa. University communities (e.g. 
Ames and Iowa City) and large urban areas (e.g. Des Moines and Davenport) were excluded 
from the sampling frame. The sampling frame was generated through lists of students 
provided by schools. The lists identified the name of each student's parent. Telephone calls 
were made to residences where the name of the head of the household suggested a female. 
The major focus of the ISPP is to examine the impact of divorce on adult and 
adolescent adjustment in rural communities. To meet this objective, mothers were screened 
according to the criteria that they were permanently divorced from their husbands, that the 
separation occurred in the past two years, that the divorced husband was the biological father 
of the children, and that there is a sibling in the household within 3 years of age of the target 
child. Only about 15% of all the women telephoned met all of the criteria. Of the all the 
single-mothers who were qualified, 99% agreed to participate. Each family was paid $175 for 
their participation. 
About one third of the lYFP families lived on a farm and 22% of the men reported 
their occupation as farmer, whereas none of the single-parent families lived on farms. To 
maximize the comparability of the two samples, farm families in the lYFP were excluded from 
analysis. The resultant pooled sample consists of 534 families: 328 two-parent families and 
206 single-parent families. However, due to listwise deletion procedure in statistical analysis. 
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the total number of cases drops to 505 families. In addition, human subjects approval was 
granted by the Iowa State University for both studies and the data was used with the 
permission of the project investigators. All information collected is confidential and subjects 
were allowed to withdraw fi-om the project at any time. 
Procedures 
Each &niily was visited twice for interviews at their own home. Trained interviewers 
visited each family for approximately 2 hours on each of the two occasions. During the first 
visit, each of the four (three for the ISPP families) family members completed a set of 
questionnaires focusing on personal demographic characteristics, family relationships and 
family economic conditions. Each family member completed the questionnaire independently 
so th^ would not be influenced by others' opinions and so their answers can be confidential. 
After the first visit, the interviewer left the family with a set of questionnaires that mainly dealt 
with the parents' parents, beliefs about parenting, and work and financial circumstances for 
the family to fill out. This set of questionnaires was collected at the time of the second visit. 
During the second visit to the home, which occurred within 2 weeks of the first, the 
family members were videotaped without the presence of the interviewer as they engaged in 
several different structured interaction tasks. In each task, family members were given a set of 
cards to read and discuss. The first task, which lasted about 30 minutes, centered around 
family relationships where all four family members discussed general family issues such as 
discipline, chores in the household, fiiends and school performance similar to issues in the 
questionnaires. In the second task the family members talked about how they resolved 
problems or disagreements in the household. The third task involved only the children where 
the target child and the sibling discussed how they interacted with each other. Both the 
second and the third tasks lasted about 15 minutes. The lYFP families completed a fourth 
task that only involved the married couple. Spouses were asked to talk about their 
relationship, family financial situation, parent-child relation, agreement and disagreement on 
family issues and plans for the fixture. This task lasted about 30 minutes. 
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All the videotapes were coded by trained observers using the Iowa Family Interaction 
Rating Scales (Melby et al., 1990). These scales include different aspects of personal 
characteristics (e.g. humor, facial movement, and positive mood) and the quality of dyadic 
relationships between family members (e.g. hostility, verbal attack, and angry coercion). 
Video coders received 2 months training and had to pass extensive viewing and written tests 
before they were assigned any coding task. Each of the them specialized in one of the four 
interaction tasks. To estimate the intercoder reliability coef5cients, 25% of the tasks were 
randomly selected and coded by a second trained observer. 
Measures 
Similar measures of constructs were used in both the lYFP and the SPP for 
comparability. One of the lunitations in the past research on families was that most of the 
studies used only a single source to measure all the constmcts. A high correlation between 
two variables in such a study can be merely a reflection of the fact that there exists a common 
factor between the two variables. This method problem is known as shared method variance 
(Bank, Dishion, Skinner, & Patterson, 1989; Lorenz, Conger, Simons, Whitbeck, and Elder, 
1991). Where it is possible and applicable, multiple indicators and/or multiple sources of 
information were used to generate measures in the present study. 
Economic pressure, community characteristics and mother's depression are mother-
report measures whereas target conduct and emotional problems are target-report measures. 
The reason for choosing mother's report for the economic and conmiunity measures was that 
adults may have a better sense about what is really going on in the community and about the 
family financial conditions than the adolescents. 
Target report of their own conduct problems and emotional problems were used 
because it is believed that adolescents themselves may be better reporters of their own 
problems. Especially most of the deviant behaviors that an adolescent was engaged in 
happened outside of the home and thus are not subject to the parents' attention (Simons & 
Associates, 1996). In addition, research has indicated that parents' report of their children's 
behaviors may be biased by the aduhs' emotional state (Brody & Forehand, 1988). Therefore, 
21 
target's self report of conduct problems and emotional di£5culties may be more accurate than 
any other informants' report. 
Quality of parenting involved three informants' report. It is a composite measure of 
four dimensions of parenting; poor child monitoring, inconsistent discipline, harsh discipline 
and parental hostile behavior toward the child. Each dimension itself is a composite of three 
sources of information: mother's self report, target's perception of the parenting behavior and 
video coder's rating of the parenting behavior. Since parenting is such a complex 
interpersonal phenomena between the parent and the child, it is believed that with all three 
possible sources of information more reliable and valid measures of the construct can be 
produced (Olson, 1977). Therefore, all three possible sources of information were used to 
generate the parenting measures. 
Family structure 
A family has a score of zero (0) on the variable family structure if the mother was 
married or a score of one (1) if she was divorced. 
Economic pressure 
Economic pressure is a latent construct measured by three indicators (Conger, et al., 
1992). All three were mother's report for this study. Each indicator was a composite 
measure that were made up by several individual items. The first indicator measured the 
extent to which the mother felt she could not make ends meet. Three questions made up this 
component. The first question asked the respondent if the family's income never seemed to 
catch up with the expenses (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree). The second question 
asked the mother to what extent the family had difficulties during the past year paying bills (5 
= a great deal of difficulties, 1 = no difficulty at all). On the last question, the respondent was 
asked to think over in the past year generally at the end of each month how much money the 
family ended up with (1 = more than enough money left over, 4 = not enough to make ends 
meet). All items were coded so that high scores indicated a high level of difficulty to make 
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ends meet. Since the three items were on different scales they were standardized before being 
summed to form the composite. The Cronbach's alpha was .83 for this indicator. 
The second indicator, material needs, tapped the extent to which the family felt about 
the financial strain when material needs could not be satisfied. This indicator consisted of 7 
items. The family was asked if th^ had enough mon^ to afford the home, to buy the 
clothing, the fiimiture, the kind of car, food, medical care, and leisure activities that the family 
would like to have (1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree). All items were coded (or 
reverse coded if necessary) in the direction so that high scores indicated high degree of 
material needs. The alpha coeflBcient for this indicator was .92. 
The last indicator was financial adjustments. The respondent was asked, on a yes 
(coded as 1) or no (coded as 0) basis, in the past year if the family had made any of 17 
identified adjustments because of financial needs. These adjustments included used savings to 
meet daily living expenses, sold possessions or property to raise money, reduced or eliminated 
medical or automobile or life insurance, postponed major household purchases or 
medical/dental care, cut back social activities, reduced driving, or reduced utility use to save 
money and other related questions. All items were summed and coded in the fashion that 
high scores indicated a great deal of financial adjustments that the family had to make in order 
to survive. Cronbach's alpha was .85. 
Community disorganization 
The community disorganization construct was a composite measure of 16 items. 
These items were designed to capture various aspects of community malfunctioning as 
identified by community disorganization theorists (Komhauser, 1978; Sampson & Lauritsen, 
1994). The respondent was asked to think about the community where she lived today and to 
what extent she agreed or disagreed (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) that several 
aspects of the community had deteriorated in recent years. There were four general 
dimensions among these 16 items: economic development or prospects, quality of schools, 
availability of social and medical services in the community, attachment to the community. 
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For the economic and business development aspect, the respondent was asked if there 
had been a lot of business failures in the area in recent years, if there were too many women 
with children who had to work around the area to have enough money to live on, if businesses 
and homes in the area were more run down than they used to be, if a lot of people were 
unemployed in the area, and if the jobs paid too little to raise a family and other related 
questions. 
Three questions made up the quality of schools dimension. The respondent was asked 
if the teachers in schools really cared about kids, if there were good schools in the area, and if 
the schools were getting worse each year. Another three items made up the availability of 
social and medical services aspect of the construct. The respondent was asked if there were 
medical services as needed, if there were police and fire departments around, and if they had 
to travel too far to get any educational, social or medical services. The last component of the 
construct involved the extent to which the respondent was attached to the community. Three 
questions made up this component. They asked whether everyone in the community was 
fiiendly and helpful, whether the family would move if they could, and whether people in the 
community work hard to make it a better place to live. All items were coded in the direction 
so that high scores indicated high degree of community disorganization. Coefficient alpha for 
the overall composite measure of community disorganization was .82. 
Maternal depression 
The maternal depression was measured by the depressive symptomology subscale of 
the SCL-90-R (Derogatis 1983). Respondents were asked, on a 1 through 5 point scale with 
1 being "not at all" and 5 being "extremely", how much discomfort each of the 13 depressive 
symptoms has caused them during the past week. These depressive symptoms included loss 
of sexual interest, feeling low in energy, thoughts about ending life, crying easily, feelings of 
being trapped or caught, blaming self for things, feeling lonely, feeling blue, worrying too 
much about things, and feeling no interests in things. All items were coded and summed up in 
the direction that high scores indicated high degree of psychological distress. The reliability 
coeflBcient for was .92 for both single and married mothers. 
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Inept parenting 
Inept parenting was the most complex constmct in the model. It had four dimensions 
in it. Each dimension was a composite measure of one aspect of parenting with mother's self 
report, target's report and interviewer's rating of that particular parenting behavior toward the 
target child. The four dimensions were poor child monitoring, inconsistent discipline, harsh 
parenting and hostility of the mother toward the target child. 
To reduce redundancy in repeating the question items used in forming this complex 
measure of parenting behavior, the descriptions of the measures below are ordered by 
reporters (mother, target, and the interviewer in that order) instead of the parenting 
dimensions since most of the questions were repeatedly used for the mother as well as for the 
target. 
Mother's report of parenting behavior. All questions designed for mother's report 
of her child monitoring, consistent discipline, and harsh parenting were all on a 1 through 5 
point scale. The questions for mother's report of hostile behavior toward the target were on a 
I through 7 point scale. For the child monitoring aspect, the respondent was asked if it was 
(1 = always) true or never (5 = never) true that she knew where the target child was, who he 
or she was with, and how often she talked with the child about what was going on in his or 
her life, and how often he or she came home or was in bed by the set time. These four 
questions made up of the child monitoring aspect of parenting as reported by the mother. All 
four questions were summed to form the mother's report of the child monitoring aspect of 
parenting. It was coded in the way that high scores indicated poor child monitoring. 
Cronbach's alpha for the measure was .62. 
Another four questions constituted the consistent discipline aspea of parenting. 
Respondents were asked how often they gave up when asking the target child to do something 
and he or she did not do it, how often the punishment depended on parent's own mood, how 
often the child got out of punishment once it had been decided, and how often sometimes the 
child got punished for something but other times did not for the same thing. Again, all four 
items were combined to form the mother's report of the consistent discipline. The items were 
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coded in the way that high scores on the composite indicated a high level of inconsistent 
discipline. Cronbach's alpha for the measure was .68. 
Four more items were chosen to form the harsh discipline aspect of parenting. The 
respondents were asked how often they lose their temper and yell at the target child, how 
often th^ spanked or slapped the child when he or she did something wrong, how often they 
hit the child with a belt or a paddle, and how often the target child got locked outside of the 
house when he or she did something wrong. All four items were summed together to form 
the harsh discipline aspect of parenting. Items were coded in the direction so that a high score 
indicated a high level of harsh discipline. Cronbach's alpha for the measure was .61. 
For the hostility aspect of the parenting behavior of the mother toward the target child, 
the mothers were asked how often, on a 1 through 7 point scale (1 = never, and 7 = always), 
in the past month when domg things together or talking with the target child the parents got 
anger at the target child, criticized the child for his or her ideas, shouted or yelled at the child 
because mad at him or her, argued with the child whenever disagreed about something, or hit, 
pushed, grabbed, or shoved him or her. These five items were summed up to form this 
hostility subscale. Items were coded in the direction that high scores indicated a high level of 
hostility of the parent toward the target child. Cronbach's alpha for the measure was .84. 
Target's report of parenting behavior. The same items for the poor child 
monitoring (alpha = .68), inconsistent discipline (alpha = .49) and harsh discipline (alpha = 
.55) reported by the mother were used for the target's report of the same aspects of parenting 
behavior. There were 7 more items involved in the target's report of the hostile behavior of 
the parent toward the target child in addition to the five used for the mother's report of the 
same behavior. The target child was asked, on a 1 through 7 point scale (1 = never, and 7 = 
always), during the past month, when talking and spending time with the parent how often did 
the parent ignore the child when he or she tried to talk, threatened the child to do something 
that may upset the child, tried to make the child feel guilty, said that the child makes her 
unhappy, got into a fight or argument with the child, cried, whined, or nagged to get her way, 
or not did things that the child asked her to do. All 12 items were summed up and formed the 
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target report of the parent's hostile behavior toward the child. High scores on the scale 
indicated a high degree of hostility of the parent toward the target. Cronbach's alpha for this 
measure was .91. 
Video coder's ratings of parenting behavior. The video coders were trained and 
instructed to rate parenting skills on a 1 through 5 point scale by watching the video tapes 
collected in the field. The parent got a score of 1 if she showed low evidence of the parenting 
behavior, a score of 5 if high evidence of the behavior was demonstrated. For the poor child 
monitoring, inconsistent discipline, and the harsh discipline aspects of parenting, there was 
only one observational item for each aspect. For the hostility aspect of the parenting behavior 
rated by the interviewer, there were six items: Parent's hostile behavior, angry coercion, and 
antisocial behavior toward the child in task 1 (family interaction task) and task 2 (problem-
solving task) were used for these analyses. All items were coded so that high scores indicated 
a high degree of ineffective parenting (the parent used harsh discipline, knew little about when 
her child got home and with whom they spent time, was not consistent when disciplined the 
target child, and was hostile toward the child). Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .88. 
Conduct problems 
Conduct problems was one of the two outcome variables for the adolescents in the 
model. A 23-item delinquency inventory adapted from the National Youth Survey (Elliott, 
Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985; Elliott, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989) was used to measure 
adolescent deviant behavior. Respondents were asked how often (0 = never, 5 = 5 or more 
times) in the past year that he or she had run away from home, taken something less or above 
$25 worth, driven a car when drunk, cut classes, taken a car for joy riding without the 
owner's permission, beat up someone, threatened someone with a weapon, gone to court or 
been placed in juvenile detention, broken into a building to look around or to steal, sold illegal 
drugs, set fire to a building and other related questions. The range of these questions tapped a 
spectrum of deviant behaviors from minor misconduct (sneaked into a movie or run away 
from home) to more serious delinquent acts (attacked someone with a weapon or set fire to a 
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building). All items were summed together and coded in the direction to form the conduct 
problem construct so that high scores on the scale indicated high level of involvement or 
propensity in deviant behavior. Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .85. 
Emotional problems 
Emotional problems were measured by the depressive symptomology subscale used in 
the SCL-90-R (Derogatis 1983) as described in the mother's depression measure. All items 
were the same as used for the mother's depression but one. The item on loss of sexual 
interest was removed from the target's emotional problems construct. Cronbach's alpha for 
this 12-item measure was .88. 
Proposed analysis 
Descriptive statistics will first be presented in the dissertation. Frequencies of conduct 
problem items and emotional problems items will be presented by family structure and by 
gender to demonstrate family structure differences in adolescent outcomes at a bivariate level. 
Correlation matrices along with means, standard deviations for each variable in the research 
model will be presented separately for male and female target adolescents. Convergent 
validity and discriminant validity of indicators will be presented by comparing the correlations 
of indicators within a construct and between constructs. The analysis then will focus on 
demonstrating the relationships between the three exogenous variables and the two types of 
adolescent adjustment before introducing any mediating variables. Altogether four models 
will be estimated. The model will be run with conduct problems as the outcome variable, then 
again with the emotional problems as another. The same model will be run for boys and for 
girls. Model comparison techniques in Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) using LISREL 8 
for Windows and the guidelines of the technique as outlined by Bollen (1989) will be utilized 
in estimating and reporting the variables' effects. It is expected that the relationship between 
the exogenous variables (economic pressure, family structure, and community characteristics) 
and the outcome variables (adolescent conduct and emotional problems) will drop significantly 
after introducing the two mediating variables (mother's depression and parenting). 
28 
In presenting the results, the focus will be on answering the four central research 
questions as outlined previously. To be more specific, this dissertation will try to identify 1) 
the relative explanatory power of each exogenous variable on each outcome variable; 2) the 
direct and/or indirect efifects of community characteristics on adolescent adjustment; 3) 
any gender differences in response to stressful events in adolescent development; and 4) 
existence of a different pattern of relationships between variables in the research model for 
each outcome variable. Stacked model techniques (BoUen 1989) may be used to examine any 
significant target gender differences in each type of adjustment problems. 
The final part of the dissertation will start with a discussion section in which the 
findings will be compared with previous research and explanations for any differences. A 
conclusion section will follow with a summary of the findings and implications of the current 
study for future research. Finally, appendices will be attached with all the actual wordings and 
response formats of the questionnaires and observational items used in the dissertation. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
Descriptive statistics of study variables 
In order to address the possibility that some demographic characteristics of the mother 
might be factors explaining part of the association between family structure and adolescent 
development outcomes, comparisons were made between single mothers and two-parent-
family mothers on several demographic variables. For instance, some might argue that, on 
average, single mothers have lower educational attainment levels, which may be the true 
reason why they have diflBculties adjusting after divorce and therefore their children are at 
higher risk for conduct problems and emotional distress. Along the same line, others might 
well argue that it is the differences in occupational distribution between the two groups that 
separate single mothers from married mothers and thus differences in adolescent outcomes. 
Perhaps, on average, single mothers are holding occupations with lower prestige that render 
lower pay and require longer work hours than those offered to intact-family mothers therefore 
single mothers have a slight chance to provide a family environment that is financially secure 
and emotionally stable. If, after examining the two groups, no significant differences in terms 
of demographics are found, we will be in a better position to establish the argument that since 
single mothers are not different in terms of demographic characteristics fi-om mothers in two-
parent families, these characteristics are not factors that explain family structure differences in 
adolescent adjustment problems. 
Table 1 examines and compares several demographic characteristics of the mothers by 
family type. Except for the economic measures (current gross family income and current per 
capita family income), all other variables were not significantly different between the two 
groups. To begin, the average formal education for single mothers was 13.39 years whereas it 
was 13.42 for intact-family mothers. On the other hand, compared to an average age of 39.80 
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Table 1. Comparison of mothers in two-parent and single-parent families on socioeconomic 
characteristics. 
Mothers in two-parent femilies Mothers in single-parent families 
Education 
X 
13.42 
S. D. 
1.70 
N 
308 
X 
13.39 
S. D. 
1.95 
N 
199 
Age 39.80 4.00 308 38.47 3.84 199 
Hours worked per week 31.15 16.07 308 32.57 16.77 199 
Current gross family income 40,903 22,296 294 24,240' 22,489 197 
Current per capita family 
income 
9,164 5,645 294 6,756* 6,415 197 
Estimate of pre-divorce 
per capita income 
9,164 5,645 294 9,293 9,946" 197 
* None of the means are significantly difierent across family types, except the current gross family income and 
the current per capita family income. 
** This large standard deviation is due to a single-mohter's report of a per capita income over 100.000 dollars 
after adjusted for divorce/separation. If this possible outlier is removed, the standard deviation drops to 7,542 
dollars, which is still larger than that of the married mothers. 
for the intact family mothers, that of single mothers' was 38.47. Moreover, on average, 
single mothers worked 31.15 hours per week, which is very close to an average of 32.57 
hours per week for the intact-family mothers. Some have argued that maybe poor families 
tend to break up more easily, which implies that the economic conditions of the family prior to 
divorce play an important role in inducing family disruption, therefore an important 
determinant of later higher adolescent risk for development problems. In the present study, 
single mothers were asked to estimate their pre-divorce per capita income by stating how 
much their current income had either increased or decreased compared with that prior to 
divorce. This estimate of pre-divorce per capita income was compared with the current per 
capita family income for the intact-family mothers (intact-family mothers' "pre-divorce" per 
capita income is assumed to be the same as their current income because they did not 
divorce). This comparison yields an nonsignificant difference between the two. On average, 
single mothers reported that they had a pre-divorce annual per capita income of $9,293, 
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whereas intact-family mothers reported an average of $9,164. In summary. Table 1 
demonstrates that in our sample single mothers were not significantly different from their 
counterpart in intact families in terms of important demographic characteristics. Economic 
condition prior to marriage breakup was not different across the two groups, either. As 
expected, the only significant difference between the two was their current economic 
conditions. On average, single mothers reported a current per capita family income of $6,756 
which was significantly lower than that of $9,164 for intact-family mothers. 
Table 2 compares the occupational distributions of the two groups. 22.1% of single 
mothers were woridng as some sort of professionals whereas 20.8% of the intact-family 
mothers reported the same. Further, 25.1% of single mothers reported themselves as clerical 
and kindred workers; compared with a 23.7% as reported by the intact-family mothers. The 
greatest difference between the two groups was in the category of service workers and private 
household workers. 21.4% of the intact-family mothers identified themselves as such 
workers, but only 14.6% of the single mothers did so. Perhaps single mothers did not prefer 
to work as-service workers or private household workers since without a spouse to help out 
with their own household chords their life is fiill of such work. To work somewhere else as a 
service worker would place them under the same stress they have to face on a daily basis. 
Even with this slight difference, the outlook of the occupational distributions between the two 
groups was still reasonably similar. In short, the comparison made in Table 2 was a crude 
measure of occupational differences but yielded a rough conclusion that single mothers shared 
about the same occupational prestige as that for mothers in intact families. Their occupations 
distributed across various categories roughly the same as those of intact-family mothers. 
Taken together. Table 1 and Table 2 have established the argument that, roughly 
speaking, single mothers shared similar socio-economic status with those in intact families. 
Theu- age, education, occupation structure were not significantly different fi-om the mothers in 
two-parent families. Further, that the comparison between the two groups on pre-divorce 
economic condition ruled out the possibility that they might be different in economic terms 
prior to divorce fiirther strengthens the argument. Since socio-economic conditions between 
the two groups were not significantly different, the research models that will be examined 
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Table 2. Comparison of mothers in two-parent families and single-parent families on 
occupational type. 
Single-parent mothers Two-parent mothers 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Professionals 44 22.1 64 20.8 
Clerical and kindred 
workers 
50 25.1 73 23.7 
Service woricers and 
private household woricers 
29 14.6 66 21.4 
Others 45 22.5 75 24.3 
Missing 31 15.6 30 9.7 
Total 199 99.9* 308 99.9' 
* Total percent values do not reach 100 due to rounding errors. 
cannot be influenced by such factors. What separates single mothers from mothers in two-
parent families was family structure, which is believed to be the major factor that explains 
differences in adolescent risk behavior and psychological well-being. 
Perhaps the easiest way to demonstrate that family structure has an impact on adult 
and adolescent adjustment is to compare the means of those variables across the two family 
types. Table 3 provides such a comparison. As expected. Table 3 shows that single mothers 
had higher scores on all three economic pressure indicators than those in intact families. 
Single mothers had more financial strain, had to make more economic adjustments, and had a 
more intense feeling that they can not make ends meet. Not only did single mothers have 
more economic difSculties, they also experienced more psychological distress. Table 3 
indicates that single mothers had an average higher depression score than those in two-parent 
families. Comparisons of mean scores on parenting measures also revealed that single 
mothers were more likely to engage in inept parenting practices. On average, they were less 
likely to monitor their children, were inconsistent when disciplining the children, were more 
likely to use harsh punishment, and were more hostile toward them. Since some of the 
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Table 3. Comparison of means and standard deviations for study variables by family type. 
Two-parent families Single-parent families 
(N=308) (N=199) 
X SX>. X S.D. 
Economic pressure 
Financial strain 18.27 5.82 23.82* 6.12 
Economic Adjustment 4.74 3.79 7.37* 3.39 
Can't make ends meet -0.50 2.54 0.97* 2.47 
Communis disorganization 
Business problems 22.43 4.19 22.79 4.14 
Low school quality 6.38 1.86 6.61 2.01 
Low social services 6.68 1.91 6.69 2.06 
Low attachment 7.16 1.64 7.82* 1.95 
Maternal depression 19.45 7.64 23.36* 9.01 
Inept parenting 
Poor child monitoring -0.30 1.99 0.58* 2.06 
Inconsistent discipline -0.29 2.02 0.48* 2.03 
H^h discipline -0.22 2.15 0.39* 2.21 
Hostility towards target -0.30 2.19 0.63* 2.41 
Target delinquency 24.90 3.57 27.35* 7.59 
Target depression 17.83 6.27 19.86* 7.07 
* Two mean scores by ^ mily type are significantly different at .05 level. 
indicators have been standardized, therefore the mean scores can be negative in sign. The 
importance of Table 3 is not to compare the magnitude of the mean scores but to point out 
that on these measures single mothers' mean scores were significantly different from those of 
intact-family mothers. 
Less supportive of the theoretical argument than the economic pressure, depression, 
and parenting measures were the community disorganization measures. Out of four indicators 
of community disorganization, only one of them was significantly different between the two 
groups with single mothers having an significantly higher average score on attachment than 
that for mothers in two-parent families. Single mothers and intact-family mothers were not 
different in terms of their mean scores on business development, school quality, and social 
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services. Overall, it seems to indicate that, on average, although single mothers were less 
attached to the communities where they were living, these conmiunities were not necessarily 
more socially disorganized than those where the intact ^imilies resided. This low attachment 
to the community among single mothers is reasonable because either they may have less time 
and energy to participate in local community activities (McLanahan & Sanderfur, 1994) to 
develop a sense of group identity and a close social network, or they feh left out or not 
accepted by the large community. The finding that the communities where single families 
lived in were not necessarily more socially disadvantaged than those where the intact families 
were may be due the fact that there was not much variation in conimunity quality in rural 
Iowa. This finding also may have a theoretical implication for the social disorganization 
theory since the theory originated with observations in urban areas (Shaw & McKay, 1942). 
Table 3 also shows that on average, the target child in single-parent families had higher 
mean scores on delinquent behavior as well as on depression symptoms. The average score of 
target delinquency was 27.35 for the single-parent family group whereas it was 24.90 for the 
two-parent group. In addition, the target child in single-parent families on average had a 
score of 19.86 on depression symptoms, which was significantly different when compared 
with a mean score of 17.83 for the target child in intact-family group. This simple comparison 
of mean scores seemed to confirm the theoretical argument earlier that adolescents in single-
parent households are at higher risk for conduct problems and are more likely to have 
emotional difiSculties. In summary, Table 3 shows that being in a single-parent household 
placed both adults and their children at greater risk for developing adjustment problems. On 
average, single mothers had higher degree of financial problems, they were more depressed 
and they parented less well when compared with mothers in intact-families. On the other 
hand, adolescents in single-parent household were more likely to engage in delinquent 
behavior and had lower psychological well-being than their peers in two-parent families. 
What Table 3 shows is comparisons of mean scores on maternal adjustment and 
adolescent development problems by family structure, but it does not show us any possible 
gender differences in each individual adolescent conduct problem behavior or depressive 
symptoms. Table 4 provides such supplementary information on each individual delinquent 
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Table 4. Prevalence of Delinquency for Adolescents by Family Types (Percentage of 
respondents reporting th^ have done the following acts at least once in the last year on a 1 = 
never to 5 = 6 or more times scale) 
Indicators of Divorced rN=199"> Married fN=308) 
Delinquency Boys Girls Boys Girls 
(N=93) (N=106) (N=143) (N=165) 
Six or more delinquent acts 17.2% 8.5% 4.2% 3.6% 
in the last year 
Run away firom home 2.2 5.6 0.7 1.8 
Taken less than S25 33.4 19.8 22.4 11.5 
Taken more than $25 10.8 3.7 2.8 1.2 
Drunk driving 2.2 3.7 0.0 1.8 
Outclasses 19.4 22.6 14.7 10.9 
Joy riding 8.7 9.3 6.3 9.1 
Beat up someone 33.3 12.2 23.1 5.4 
Gone to court 11.8 5.7 4.2 1.2 
Been placed in detention 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 
Snatched someone's purse 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Drunk in public 11.8 15.1 4.2 7.8 
Damaged property on purpose 33.4 12.1 16.8 6.6 
Broken into buil^g to look 13.0 7.8 6.3 0.6 
Broken into building to steal 5.4 1.9 1.4 0.0 
Thrown objects at people 12.9 4.7 12.6 5.4 
Attacked someone 4.4 0.9 0.7 0.6 
Sold illegal drugs 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 
Used a weapon 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Picked up the police 19.5 10.3 8.4 4.8 
Set fire 5.4 0.0 0.7 0.6 
Sneaked into a movie 45.3 24.6 29.4 15.7 
Driving without a license 4.4 2.8 0.7 4.2 
Gotten a speedy ticket 3.2 1.9 4.9 0.6 
act that Table 3 does not show. The original coding of the delinquency items has a 1 through 
5 scale (l=never done a particular behavior in the last year, 5=has done it more than 6 or more 
times in the last year). The responses have been dichotomized so that either the respondent 
had done a particular deviant behavior at least once or had never done it. As discussed in the 
earlier literature review section, the base rate of adolescent adjustment problems was not high 
in absolute terms. However, being in a single-parent household placed adolescents at greater 
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risk for behavior and emotional problems. This argument seems supported by comparing the 
percentages of prevalence of delinquent behavior between boys and girls by family type in 
Table 4. On all delinquency items except one (gotten speeding ticket), boys in divorced 
families had higher rates of committing deviant behaviors than those in intact families, and the 
same is tme for girls. On almost ail items except a few, girls in single-parent families tended 
to show higher prevalence rates of delinquent behavior than those in two-parent families. 
Moreover, 17.2% of the boys in divorced families reported that they had done sbc or more 
delinquent acts at least once in the last year, whereas only 4.2% of the boys in intact families 
reported so. On the other hand, 8.5% of the girls in single-parent families reported that they 
had done the same, which was an increase of more than twofold compared with the 3.6% 
among the girls in two-parent families. 
Regardless of gender, adolescents in divorced families tended to show higher rates of 
committing deviant acts than those in two-parent families. Taken together, percentages in 
colunms 1 and 2 were larger than percentages in columns 3 and 4. The information shown in 
Table 3 not only clarifies how gender can play a role in influencing individual delinquent 
behavior, it also helps to identify which behavior was more influenced by family structure than 
by gender. A general finding in previous research on delinquency was that boys tend to have 
higher rates of committing deviant behaviors than girls. To argue that family structure is at 
least as important as gender, it has to be shown that girls in divorced families have higher rates 
of engaging in such behaviors than boys in intact families. The logic of the argument is that 
being a boy places an adolescent at higher risk of engaging in delinquent behavior than girls 
regardless of family structure, but being in a divorced family may have an even larger impact 
on developing conduct problems than being a boy. Take the "taken more than $25" item asan 
example, 3.7% of the girls in divorced families reported that they had engaged in this behavior 
at least once in the last year whereas 2.8% of the boys in intact families indicated that they had 
done so. In this case, regardless of family type, boys more often had taken something worth 
more than $25 than giris. However, being in single-parent families, girls tended to have taken 
something more than $25 more often than boys in intact families. 
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While it is true that, regardless of femiiy type, boys tended to engage in deviant 
behaviors than girls, there were a few exceptions. For instance, 5.6% of the girls in divorced 
fiimilies had run away from home at least once in the last year whereas only 2.2% of the boys 
in the same &mily type had done so. On the other hand, 1.8% of the girls in two-parent 
families had run away from home at least once in the last year whereas 0.7% of the boys had 
done so. In addition, this comparison also revealed that being in a single-parent household 
increased the chance to run away from home by about threefold regardless of gender. In other 
delinquent behaviors such as drunk driving, cutting classes, joy riding in a vehicle without the 
owner's consent, drunk in public, girls seemed to have higher rates than boys. That this is 
true may be due to the possibility that these girls from divorced families were with their male 
companions when th^ were drunk or driving under the influence of alcohol. 
In short. Table 4 shows that for most delinquent behavior, boys tended to show higher 
prevalence rates than girls. In some cases girls in divorced families had higher rates than boys 
in intact families. Finally, regardless of gender, adolescents in divorced families had higher 
rates of committing delinquent behaviors than those in intact families. 
Table 5 provides similar information on adolescent depressive symptoms. The original 
response format of these items is a 1 through 5 scale (l=not at all discomfort by a particular 
symptom during the past week, 5=extremely discomfort). These items have been 
dichotomized so that the respondent either was not bothered by a particular symptom at all or 
the problem caused at least a bit of discomfort. Generally speaking, girls had higher rates of 
showing depressive symptoms regardless of family type. Among the four groups by family 
type and gender, girls in divorced families had the highest prevalence rates of depression. 
45.3% of the girls in disrupted families reported they experienced six or more depressive 
symptoms at least a bit in the past week, whereas 40.0% of the girls in the two-parent families 
reported the same. In addition, boys in divorced families were more depressed than those in 
mtact families. 35.5 % of the boys in divorced families reported six or more emotional 
problems caused them at least a bit of discomfort in the past week. Twenty-one percent of 
the boys in mtact families had similar rates of emotional problems. There were a few 
exceptions to this general rule. For instance, 44.8% of the girls in intact families reported that 
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Table 5. Prevalence of Depressive Symptoms for Adolescents by Family Types (Percentage of 
respondents reporting they have experienced the following at least a little bit in the past week 
on a 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely scale) 
Indicators of Divorced W =199) Married fN=308) 
Depressive Symptoms Boys Girls Boys Girls 
(N=93) (N=106) (N=143) (N=I65) 
Six or more individual symptoms 35.5% 45.3% 21.0% 40.0% 
in the last year 
Low in energy 59.1 62.3 53.1 63.6 
Thoughts of ending life 10.8 16.0 8.4 12.1 
Feeling trapped 28.8 38.7 16.8 27.9 
Blaming self 53.8 57.5 31.5 41.8 
Crying easily 11.8 56.6 11.2 43.0 
Feeling lonely 36.6 42.5 29.4 44.8 
Feeling blue . 34.4 54.7 32.2 54.5 
Worrying too much 50.5 68.9 46.2 70.9 
Feeling no interest 45.2 44.3 32.9 37.6 
Feeling hopeless 24.7 34.9 13.3 21.8 
Everything is an effort 44.1 40.6 24.5 34.5 
Feeling worthless 22.6 37.7 13.3 25.5 
"feeling lonely" caused them at least a bit of discomfort in the past week whereas 42.5% of 
the girls in divorced families reported so. In addition, 70.9% of the girls in two-parent 
families reported that "worrying too much" caused them at least a bit of discomfort, which 
percentage was slightly higher than 68.9% for the girls in single-parent families. However, 
these differences were not large. It was stated in the previous discussion of Table 4 that to 
demonstrate family structure has at least an equivalent importance as gender in accounting for 
adolescent adjustment, somehow it has to be shown that being in a single-parent family placed 
an adolescent at higher risk for developing adjustment problems than being in an intact family. 
In the case of emotional difBculties in adolescence, generally speaking, a girl had a higher 
chance to develop depressive symptoms than a boy. However, Table 5 shows that in several 
cases, boys in divorced families were at higher risk for developing emotional distress than girls 
in intact families. In other words, being a boy did not make him less depressed if he lived in a 
divorced family. For instance, 53.8% of the boys in divorced families reported that "blaming 
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self' caused at least a bit of emotional difBculty in the past week. On the other hand, only 
41.8% of the girls in intact families reported so. Similar findings applied to "feeling no 
interest", '*feeling hopeless", and "everything is an effort". Boys in single-parent families had 
higher prevalence rates on these items than girls in two-parent families. 
In short, on average, mothers in single-parent households were more depressed and 
they did not parent as well as those in intact families. In addition, the differences between 
single mothers and married mothers cannot be explained away by their age, education, hours 
worked per week, or the pre-divorce income level since they were not significantly different in 
those demographic terms. On the other hand, adolescents in disrupted families were more 
likely to engage in deviant behavior and tended to have more emotional difficulties regardless 
of gender. Further, being a girl in divorced family did not protect her fi-om committing 
delinquent acts as much as a boy would. For several deviant behaviors, girls in disrupted 
families have higher prevalence rates than boys in intact families. Similar findings were true 
for emotional difBculties. While, generally speaking, girls tended to have higher levels of 
depressive symptoms than boys, on several such symptoms boys in divorced families had 
higher rates of discomfort than girls in two-parent families. So far we have examined and 
established that there was a relationship between family structure and adult's negative 
adjustment and adolescent development problems. Next we will explore how this association 
might be accounted for by other variables that are included in the current study. 
Table 6 consists of two correlation matrices of all the measures used in the present 
investigation. CoefBcients above the diagonal are for boys, whereas those below the diagonal 
are for girls. The first three measures, financial strain, economic adjustment, and can't make 
ends meet, are indicators of the economic pressure construct in Figure 1. The fifth to the 
eighth measures are the four indicators for the community disorganization construct. They are 
business development, school quality, social services, and attachment. The maternal 
depression construct has only one indicator. The tenth to the thirteenth measures are the four 
indicators for parenting. 
Table 6 shows that mother's depression was positively related to adolescent 
adjustment problems. The correlation between mother's depression and delinquent behavior 
Table 6. Correlation matrices with means and standard deviations for measures * 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Financial .62* .68* .31* .27* .18* .24* .33* .28* .28* .26* .14* .20* .12 .19* 
strain 
2. Economic .68* — .68* .28* .32* -.05 .20* .15* .26* .17* .21* .03 .16* .03 .17* 
adjustment 
3. Can't make .73* .74* .... .18* .27* .01 .19* .20* .40* .25* .28* .13 .22* ,05 .17* 
ends meet 
4. Family .50* .38* .36* — .01 .03 .00 .14* .16* .21* .14* .04 .23* .20* .23* 
structure 
5. Business .33* .34* .34* .07 — .11 .30* ,25* .09 .04 .03 .06 .11 .04 -.02 
development 
6. School .24* .25* .25* .09 .32* .27* .37* .18* .11 .07 .14* .13 .17 .12 
quality 
7. Social .18* .19* .19* .00 .40* .33* .26* .15* .10 ,06 -.01 ,06 .09 .01 
services 
8. Attachment .37* .27* .30* .22* .41* .48* .23* — .22* .17* ,10 .07 ,10 .07 .09 
9. Mother's .43* .35* .37* .28* .34* .22* .26* .22* .18* .22* .17* ,28* ,21* .20* 
depression 
10. Poor .18* .16* .14* .20* .14* .19* -.02 .19* .20* mmmm .63* ,16* .21* ,20* .33* 
monitoring 
11. Inconsistent .29* ,26* .24* .22* .15* .21* .00 .16* ,31* .66* .26* .35* ,24* .25* 
discipline 
12, Harsh .24* .24* .20* .22* .14* .18* 1 o
 
o
 
.22* ,23* .30* .43* .... .66* ,30* .13* 
discipline 
13. Hostility ,14* .12 .08 .17* .11 .24* .05 .20* ,25* .36* .54* .69* .... ,34* .22* 
+ to target 
14, Target's .13* .17* .17* .13* -.04 .12* -.02 .13* ,18* .12* .24* .18* .21* .... .25* 
depression 
15. Target's .17* .17* .18* .20* .08 .22* - .11  .07 ,12* .27* .32* .09 .20* .25* 
delinquency 
Table 6. (continued) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
X 
Boys 
S.D. 
X 
Girls 
S.D. 
*p 5.05 
* CoefTicients below the diagonal are for girls (N=270), whereas those above the diagonal are for boys (N=235). 
20.58 5.77 .21 
6.25 3.85 2.53 
20.32 5.77 -.03 
6.74 3.87 2.67 
.39 22.56 6.61 
.49 4.14 1.99 
.39 22.57 6.34 
.49 4.20 1,85 
6.74 7.53 21.42 
1.93 1.82 8.55 
6.64 7.32 20.61 
2.01 1.78 8.30 
.41 .18 .10 
1.99 2.08 2.30 
-.30 -.13 -.05 
2.07 2.03 2.09 
.09 17.10 26.78 
2.28 5.48 6.80 
.04 19.96 25.07 
2.37 7.30 4.22 
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was .20 and .12 for boys and for girls, respectively; it was .21 and .18 with boys' and girls' 
depression. Further, maternal psychological distress was correlated with divorce (or family 
structure) at .16 for boys and .28 for girls. Thus, mother's depression was found to be 
correlated with both family structure and adolescent outcomes. In addition. Table 6 also 
shows that all three indicators for economic pressure were positively related to family 
structure for both boys and girls. These three indicators also were positively associated with 
both adolescent conduct problems and emotional distress. The only exception was the 
correlation with target's depression for boys failed to reach statistical significance at .05 level. 
In other words, single mothers were found to have higher levels of economic pressure. This 
high level of economic pressure was found to be related with negative adolescent development 
outcomes. Further, except for a few exceptions, these economic pressure measures were 
positively correlated with community disorganization, mother's depression and parenting. 
The few exceptions were the correlations between economic pressure measures and school 
quality and harsh discipline for boys. Overall, families with a higher degree of economic 
pressure tended to live in socially disadvantaged communities, the mothers tended to have 
higher levels of depressive symptoms, and they tended to engage in inept parenting. This 
finding was true for both boys and girls, but the association was generally stronger for girls. 
The average inter-item correlation among these three economic pressure indicators was .66 
for boys and .72 for girls, respectively. These inter-item correlations indicated that the three 
economic pressure indicators showed reasonable construct convergent validity. 
Unlike the economic pressure measures, the measures of community disorganization, 
did not have strong correlations with the other variables as did in Table 6. Of the four 
measures, only attachment was significantly correlated with family structure for both boys and 
girls. The coefBcient was . 14 for boys and .22 for girls, respectively. In other words, single 
mothers were less attached to the community in which they live. On the other three 
community qualities, single mothers and married mothers did not seem to have different 
perceptions. Contrary to what the theoretical argument stated earlier, community 
disorganization measures were not correlated with adolescent adjustment problems for boys. 
For girls, only school quality was correlated with depression and delinquent behavior (the 
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coefBcients were .12 and .22) and attachment was correlated with depression (the coefficient 
was .13). 
However, except for three weak correlations, community disorganization measures 
were positively correlated with economic pressure and mother's depression measures for both 
boys and girls. In other words, ^milies who reside in socially disadvantaged communities had 
higher levels of economic difficulties and were more depressed. In addition, except for the 
social services measure, the other three community disorganization measures were positively 
correlated with parenting measures for girls. Most of the same set of correlations failed to 
reach statistical significance for boys. However, the four community disorganization 
indicators seemed to have reasonable convergent validity within themselves. The average 
inter-item correlation among these four indicators was .26 for boys and .36 for girls, 
respectively. In short, community disorganization measures were associated with neither 
family structure nor the two adolescent outcomes at a bivariate level. However, they may still 
have an influence on the research model due to their relationships with economic pressure and 
mother's depression. 
Multiple group comparisons 
In order to demonstrate further that economic pressure and social disorganization are 
correlated with family structure and also contribute to negative adolescent adjustment, 
multiple group comparisons were made on mean scores for economic pressure and corrmiunity 
disorganization between boys in divorced families, girls in divorced families, boys in intact 
families and girls in intact families. Table 7 presents results of comparisons on mean scores 
Table 7. Mean Scores for Economic Pressure by Family Type 
Divorced Married 
X N X N 
Boys 1.15" 93 -.39"* 143 
Girls 1.65" 106 -.92"" 165 
* Mean scores with the same script are significantly different at .05 level (Sheffe's Test) 
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for economic pressure. In Table 7, the mean scores of economic pressure for divorced 
&mi]ies with boys and with girls were significantly higher than those for intact families Avith 
boys and with girls. In other words, the divorced group as a whole had a significantly higher 
level of economic pressure than the married group as a whole. In addition, divorced families 
with boys had a higher level of economic pressure than the married families with boys and 
with girls. The same was true for divorced families with girls. Table 7 also implies no gender 
differences within each family type. Thus, the level of economic pressure for divorced families 
with boys was not different fi'om that for divorced families with girls. The same applies to the 
married group. Stated alternatively, gender alone cannot explain differences in economic 
pressure. On the other hand, family structure explained different levels of economic pressure. 
Table 8 presents similar results of mean scores for community disorganization by 
family type and target gender. This table indicates that the divorced families as a whole had a 
higher level of community disorganization than that for the married families with girls. In 
other words, married families with girls seemed to have a better chance to live in a socially 
advantaged community than those in the divorced households. Note that the mean score of 
community disorganization for married families with boys was not significantly different fi'om 
Table 8. Mean Scores for Community Disorganization by Family Type 
Divorced Married 
X N X N 
Boys .38* 93 .02 143 
Girls .33" 106 -.44*" 165 
* Mean scores with the same script are significantly different at .05 level (Sheffe's Test) 
those for the divorced families. Since the level of community disorganization for the married 
group as a whole was not significantly different from the divorced group, the evidence that 
community disorganization distinguished family types was less strong than that in Table 7. In 
Table 7, family structure explained differences in economic pressure, it did not explain 
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differences in community disorganization as well. This finding is consistent with the analysis 
of the correlation matrices which showed a weak relationship between community 
disorganization and family structure. 
Structural modeling results of model comparison 
A series of hierarchical models were estimated for each of the four models in the 
study. The structural equation modeling (SEM) with LISREL Vn was used to estimate 
parameters in the models. The estimation procedure began with a fully recursive model 
(Figure 1). Subsequently, nonsignificant paths (paths with a t-value less than 1.0) were 
dropped to obtain more parsimonious models. Further, comparisons were made between 
these reduced models and models with paths fi'om economic pressure and community 
disorganization constrained to be zero. Figure 2 represents such a model. In Figure 2, paths 
A, B, and C fi'om economic pressure and paths G, H, and I fi-om community disorganization 
are constrained to be zero (as shown in gray). A comparison between the model in Figure 1 
and that in Figure 2 could be used to establish the argument that introduction of the economic 
pressure and community disorganization constructs can improve model fit and better explain 
the variation in the adolescent outcome variables. Since both models may have a reduced 
version for better model fit, the comparisons should be made between those reduced models 
of each. 
Table 9 presents a series of hierarchical models for the model of delinquent behavior 
for boys. Note that these models were not strictly hierarchically nested in a numeric order 
(For instance. Model n was nested within Model I, but Model in was not nested within 
Model U), therefore caution should be used in interpreting them. Model I in Table 8 was the 
fully recursive model as depicted in Figure 1. There were several nonsignificant paths in the 
model. Mother's psychological distress had no direct impact on target's delinquent behavior 
(Path L). Further, family structure had no impact on mother's depression and delinquency 
(Path D and Path F). Economic pressure had no direct effect on delinquent behavior (Path C). 
Finally, community disorganization had no impact on inept parenting and adolescent 
delinquency (Path H and Path I). These nonsignificant paths were removed and a reduced 
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Figure 2; Reduced model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be zero 
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Table 9. Path coeflScients in hierarchically nested models of delinquency, boys* 
Models 
IT nr* IV V 
Path J .253* J.6S* .393* .383* .265* 
PathL .003 -.010 
PathK .485« .480« .438* .488» .482* 
Path A .294* .317* .294* 
PathD .056 .164» .164'* .056 
PathG .177* .171* .176* 
PathB .310* .319* .317* 
PathE .220* .257* .298* .341* .257* 
PathH .077 
PathC -.033 
PathF .072 .077 
Path I .077 
Chi-square (X^) 129.93 132.50 173.33 174.28 131.75 
degrees of freedom 63 69 69 71 68 
GH .924 .923 .907 .905 .923 
Acn .874 .882 .858 .860 .881 
Critical N (QO 149.75 159.04 121.81 124.23 157.90 
.28 .30 .03 .03 .30 
•N=236 
Fully recursive model 
° Reduced (theoretical) model 
Fully recursive model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be 
zero. 
* Reduced model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be zero. 
Revised Model n 
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model was obtained and reported as Model n in Table 8. The change in chi-square value 
between these two models was 2.57 with an associated change of 6 degrees of freedom. 
Since this change failed to reach statistical significance, the two models were not significantly 
different and the more parsimonious Model n was &vored over Model I. 
Figure 3 is a representation of Model II in a diagram. In Figure 3, mother's depression 
had an impact on inept parenting {fi= .265) which, in turn, had an effect on delinquent 
behavior 09= .480). Therefore, the impact of mother's depression on target's delinquent 
behavior was indirect through inept parenting. There was no direct effect of mother's 
depression on delinquent behavior. In addition, economic pressure was found to have a direct 
impact on mother's depression .317) and inept parenting (/9= .319). Its effect on male 
targets' delinquent behavior was indirect through its influence on maternal psychological 
distress and inept parenting. Further, family structure had an impact on inept parenting (fi = 
.257) which, in turn, had an impact on adolescent delinquency. In other words, single mother 
tended to have less adequate parenting skills which, in turn, placed their male children at 
higher risk for conduct problems. Note that for boys the disruptive influence of divorce did 
not mediate through mother's depression, but through inept parenting practices. Finally, 
community disorganization had an impact on mother's depression (y9= .171). There was no 
direct effect of community disorganization on either inept parenting or delinquent behavior. 
The influence of community disorganization on targets' conduct problem was indirect through 
mother's depression and inept parenting 
Did the model have a better fit if the paths from economic pressure and community 
disorganization are constrained to be zero? Model HI represented such a reduced model. It 
was a model that basically stated that family structure is the only factor that explains 
delinquent behavior. If this is true. Model m should have a better fit than Model n. 
However, these two models were not hierarchically nested, therefore they cannot be directly 
compared by the change in chi-square values in the two models. Since in Model HI paths L 
and F were not significant, it was reasonable to drop these two paths and obtain a more 
parsimonious model. The resuhant Model IV had a chi-square value of 174.28 with 71 
degrees of freedom. The change in chi-square between Model IV and Model HI was .95, 
.468 
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Figure 3; Reduced model of delinquency for boys with significant paths 
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which was not significant with 2 degrees of fi-eedom. Therefore, the more parsimonious 
Model IV was favored. Unfortunately, Model IV was not nested within Model n since the 
fi'ee parameters in Model IV was not a subset of those in Model n. In order to compare the 
two. Model V was constructed so that both Model IV and Model n were hierarchically nested 
within it. The change in chi-square values between Model IV and Model V was 42.53. With 
3 degrees of freedom, this change was significant at .05 level. Since it introduced a better 
model fit. Model V was favored over Model IV. However, the change in chi-square values 
between Model n and Model V was .75 with an associated change of 1 degree of freedom. 
This change was not significant so the more parsimonious Model II was favored over Model 
V. Thus, the reduced model with paths from economic pressure and community 
disorganization constrained to be zero (Model IV) did not provide a better model fit over the 
theoretically reduced model (Model II). In other words, in order to better understand and 
explain adolescent behavior, economic pressure and community disorganization had to be 
included as exogenous variables for they contributed to account for variation in delinquency 
and had a better model fit. 
On a methodological note, the average correation between the four parenting 
measures and delinquency for boys was .23. However, the path coeflBcient between inept 
parenting and delinquency in Figure 3 was .48. This path coeflBcient seems to be inflated. 
Given the fact that the variance of any observed variable can be decomposed into two parts, 
one due to the variance of a latent variable; the other, the measurement error (Bollen, 1989): 
VAR (Y1) = VAR (El) + Error (1) 
where Y1 is any observed variable and El is an latent variable. In addition, the path 
coeflBcient between two latent variables is the ratio of the covariance between the two to the 
variance of one of the latent variables: 
C0V(E1,E2) 
B = 
VAR (El) 
(2) 
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where £1 and £2 are two latent variables and B is a path coefficient leading from £1 toward 
£2. ffthe error temr in equation (1) is large, then the VAR (£1) has to be small. 
Conceivably, if this VAR (El) is small, then the B tends to be large, given that COV (£1, £2) 
holds constant. This is exactly what happened in Figure 3. All four parenting measures 
seemed to have large measurement errors (loadings were .460, .455, .522, and .609; 
respectively), which translated into an inflated path coeflBcent of .48 between inept parenting 
and delinquency. Similar pattern of findings were true in Figure 4, 5, and 6. 
A similar model comparison procedure was used for the model of depressive 
symptoms for boys. Table 10 shows the results of the model comparisons. Model I was the 
fully recursive model where all paths in Figure 1 were estimated. Note that there was a 
significant but negative coefficient of .266 at path C. This path seemed to indicate that 
economic pressure had a negative impact on male adolescent depressive symptoms, which was 
contradictory to what the theory discussed previously argues. A close examination of the 
composition of direct and indirect effect of economic pressure on adolescent depression 
revealed that this was a method artifact. The total effect of economic pressure on depression 
was.082. The indirect effect of economic pressure on depression was .204. The indirect 
effect is the difference between the two, which happened to be -.266 (total effect = direct 
effect + indirect effect). Since this significant negative coefficient was determined to be a 
method artifact, it was removed in subsequent model trimming processes (paths with t-values 
less than 1.0 were dropped to obtain a more parsimonious version). Model n was obtained by 
removing nonsignificant paths in Model I. The reduced Model n had a chi-square value of 
135.63 with 69 degrees of freedom. The change in chi-squares between the two models was 
9.13 with 6 degrees of freedom, which failed to reach statistical significance at .05 level. 
Thus, the more parsimonious Model n was favored over Model I. Model HI was another 
reduced model where paths from economic pressure and community disorganization were 
constrained to be zero. Two nonsignificant paths were dropped to obtain a further reduced 
Model IV. The change in chi-square values between Model HI and Model IV indicated that 
they were not statistically significant, therefore Model IV was preferred since it was more 
parsimonious. As in Table 8, Model V was constructed to subsume both Model n and Model 
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Table 10. Path coeflScients in hierarchically nested models of depression, boys' 
Models 
lb Qc md iv« v' 
Path J .110* .307* .374* .216* .306* 
PathL .027 .005 
PathK .561* .487* .478* .510* .488* 
Path A .295^ .316* .293* 
PathD .056 .164* .164* .056 
PathG All* .170* .176* 
Paths .HQ* .203* .202* 
PathE .195* .228* .252* .276* .228* 
PathH .065 
PathC -.166* 
PathF .080 .048 
Path I .110 
Chi-square (A^) 126.50 135.63 170.95 171.37 134.87 
degrees of freedom 63 69 69 71 68 
GH .926 .920 .906 .906 .920 
Acn .877 .879 .857 .860 .877 
Critical N (CN) 153.79 155.39 123.49 126.32 154.27 
R^ .28 .30 .05 .03 .30 
'N=236 
'' Fully recursive model 
Reduced (theoretical) model 
Fully recursive model with paths firom economic pressure and commimity disorganization constrained to be 
zero. 
' Reduced model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be zero. 
^Revised Model n 
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IV so both were nested within Model V. A comparison between Model IV and Model V 
revealed a change of 36.5 in chi-square values with 3 degrees of freedom. Since this change 
was significant at .05 level. Model V successfiilly improved model fit over Model IV. 
However, the change in chi-square values between Model n and Model V indicated that these 
two models were not significantly different. Model n was the model of choice because it was 
more parsimonious than Model V. The results in Model n are presented in Figure 4. 
Basically, the pattern of relationship between variables in Figure 4 resembled that in 
Figure 3. Mother's depression had an impact on inept parenting .307) which, in turn, had 
an impact on adolescent depressive symptoms for boys (^= .487). Maternal psychological 
distress had no direct impact on target depression. Further, economic pressure had a direct 
effect on inept parenting (/9= .203) and on mother's depression (J3= 316). The effect of 
economic pressure on adolescent depression was indirect through mother's depression and 
inept parenting. In addition, divorce had an direct impact on inept parenting (/?= .228). Its 
effect on adolescent depression was indirect through this mediating variable. Finally, 
community disorganization had an impact on mother's depression (J3= .170). It's disruptive 
influence on adolescent depressive symptoms was indirect through mother's depression and 
inept parenting. 
Table 11 presents similar model comparison procedures and results of such 
comparisons for female delinquent behavior. Model I in Table 10 was a fiilly recursive model 
where variables on the left-hand side predicts variables on the right-hand side with all possible 
directional paths specified to be estimated. Model n was formed by removing several 
nonsignificant paths in Model I. The resuhant change in chi-square values was 10.62, which 
was not significant with 6 degrees of freedom. Since Model I and Model II were not 
significantly different and Model n was more parsimonious. Model II was preferred over 
Model I. Model HI was a reduced version of Model I with the effects of economic pressure 
and community disorganization were constrained to be zero. Again, several paths were 
removed from Model HI to obtain a more parsimonious model. The resultant Model FV had a 
chi-square value of 201.81 with 70 degrees of freedom. The change in chi-square values 
between Model HI and Model IV was only .36, which failed to achieve statistical significance 
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Figure 4: Reduced model of depression for boys with significant paths 
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Table 11. Path coeflScients in hierarchically nested models of delinquency, girls* 
Models 
I*" IT nr* IV 
Path J .231* .318* .321* .315* .315* 
PathL -.060 -.040 
PathK .333* .368* .343* .325* .325* 
Path A .248* .245* .245* 
PathD .116* .118* .284* .284* .118* 
PathG .280* .284* .284* 
PathB .107 
PathE .130* .194* .177* .177* .177* 
PathH .124 
PathC .068 
Path? .096 .121* .115* .115* 
Path! .000 
Chi-square (X^) 144.73 155.35 201.45 201.81 151.80 
degrees of freedom 63 69 69 70 68 
GH .930 .926 .908 .907 .927 
AGFI .883 .887 .860 .861 .887 
Critical N (CN) 153.43 155.87 120.43 121.73 157.46 
R^ .37 .32 .11 .10 .32 
•N=271 
'' Fully recursive model 
" Reduced (theoretical) model 
^ Fully recursive model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be 
zero. 
* Reduced model with paths firom economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be zero. 
Revised Model n 
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at .05 level with 1 degree of freedom. Therefore, Model IV was favored over Model IQ. 
Since the reduced model with the effects of economic pressure and community 
disorganization (Model II) and the one without (Model IV) were not nested within each other. 
Model V was constructed to make the two previous models comparable. With path A and 
path G added to it. Model V significantly improved model fit over Model FV. The change in 
chi-square values between these two models was 50.01, which was significant at .05 level 
with2 degrees of freedom. Further, a comparison of Model n and Model V showed that the 
change in chi-square values was ahnost significant (x^=3.55) at .05 level with 1 degree of 
freedom. The only difference between the two was that path F was removed from Model n. 
Although the change in chi-square test indicated that the two models were not 
significantly different, path F in Model V was significant (yff = . 115) and can not be easily 
ignored. This path indicated that in addition to its indirect effects through mother's 
depression and inept parenting, divorce had a direct effect on adolescent delinquency for girls. 
This seemed to demonstrate a modeling effect in single-mother families where the female 
adolescent might imitate the mother's various unconventional ways of life style or the mother 
did not discourage the teenager's involvement in experimenting with deviant behavior. 
Another way to interpret this direct negative influence of divorce on adolescent delinquent 
behavior for girls is that there is still something unique about divorce that cannot be explained 
by the influences of mother's depression and inept parenting. Both exert an impact on 
delinquency. 
Figure 5 represents the results obtained in Model n. Table 11. Similar with previous 
findings for boys, mother's depression had an impact on inept parenting (/9= .318) which, in 
turn, influenced target delinquency for girls 09 = .368). In addition, all three exogenous 
variables had a direct effect on maternal psychological distress. The coefificients for economic 
pressure, family structure, and community disorganization were .245, .118, and .284, 
respectively. This finding indicates that all three had indirect effects on adolescent delinquent 
behavior for girls through mother's depression and inept parenting. Further, divorce had an 
additional avenue through inept parenting {fi= .194) exerting a second indirect effect on 
adolescent delinquency. 
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Figure 5; Reduced model of delinquency for girls with significant paths 
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Table 12 presents the results of model comparisons on depressive symptoms for girls. 
Again, the model comparisons began with a fully recursive model presented as Model I. A 
subsequent Model n was formed by removing several insignificant paths from Model I. 
Model n yielded a chi-square value of 139.50 with 69 degrees of freedom. The change in chi-
square values between Model I and Model n was 8.62, which was not significant with 6 
degrees of freedom. Since Model I and Model II were not significant different and Model II 
was more parsimonious than Model I, Model n was preferred over Model I. Model HI was 
formed by constraining directional paths from economic pressure and community 
disorganization to be zero. There were two paths in Model HI that are nonsignificant. Both 
were dropped to form a reduced Model IV. The change in chi-square values between Model 
IV and Model lU was 1.32 and was not significant at .05 level with 2 degrees of freedom. 
Unlike the previous model comparisons, luckily Model IV was nested within Model n. The 
only difference between the two is that path A and Path G were removed in Model IV. The 
difference in chi-square values between Model IV and Model n was 50.01, which was 
significant at .05 level with 2 degrees of freedom. Since Model n significantly improved 
model fit over Model IV, it was favored over Model IV. 
Figure 6 is a representation of the results for Model n in Table 12. Consistent with all 
three previous model, mother's psychological distress had an impact on inept parentmg 00 = 
.346) which, in turn, had an impact on adolescent depressive symptoms for girls (/?= .323). 
In other words, the effect on mother's depression on daughter's depression was indirect 
through inept parenting. There was no direct effect of mother's depression on daughter's 
depression. Further, all three exogenous variables had an impact on mother's psychological 
well-being. Since this part of the model is the same as that for female adolescent delinquent 
behavior, all three coefiBcients were exactly the same as those in Figure 5. In addition, divorce 
had an impact on parenting practices ifi= .189). Therefore, its negative effect on adolescent 
emotional problems was indirect through both maternal psychological distress and inept 
parenting. To compare the pattern of relationships between the variables in boys' versus girls' 
models, it seemed that unlike the model of delinquency for boys in Figure 3, economic 
pressure in Figure 5 did not have a direct impact on inept parenting (Path B) for girls. On the 
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Table 12. Path coeflScients in hierarchically nested models of depression, girls* 
Models 
ir nr* IV 
Path J .245* .346^ .338^ .346* 
PathL .065 .065 
PathK .279* .323» .275* .323* 
Path A .245* .245* 
PathD .117« .118* .284'» .284* 
PathG .283* .284* 
PathB .078 
PathE .149* .189'» .185* .189* 
PathH .156 
PathC .123 
PathF -.014 .030 
Path I -.103 
Chi-square (X^) 130.88 139.50 188.19 189.51 
degrees of freedom 63 69 69 71 
GFl .934 .930 .911 .911 
AGFl .890 .894 .865 .868 
Critical N (CN) 170.67 173.47 128.84 131.20 
R^ .38 .32 .10 .10 
'N=271 
'• Fully recursive model 
° Reduced (theoretical) model 
Fully recursive model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be 
zero. 
" Reduced model with paths from economic pressure and community disorganization constrained to be zero. 
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61 
other hand, divorce had an direct impact on mother's depression (Path D) in Figure 5, which 
did not exist m Figure 3 for the boys. The same pattern of relationship between variables was 
found between Figure 4 and Figure 6 for the results on adolescent depressive symptoms. 
These findings seemed to indicate that in single-families with boys, the disruptive influence of 
divorce did not mediate through mother's depression. It simply disrupted mother's interaaion 
with the male adolescent (i.e. parenting behavior), which intensified the child's involvement 
with delinquent behavior. On the other hand, divorce exerted a negative influence both on 
mother's psychological well-being and parenting skills in single-parent families with girls. For 
girls in single-parent families, commitment of deviant behavior was a function of both poor 
mother's psychological well-being and inadequate parental practices. Perhaps, there was 
more emotional exchange between daughters and mothers in divorced families. Although 
some have argued that daughters in divorced families may have less developmental problems 
than sons because they still have the mother in the household as a role model to look up to 
(Demo & Acock, 1988), sometimes negative emotional exchange may foster temperament 
outbursts which may induce misconduct or emotional problems in adolescents. 
On the other hand, interestingly, economic pressure had an direct impact on inept 
parenting in the two boys' models. It seemed to indicate that perhaps economic issues and 
discussions were more revealed in families with boys. In the process of exchange of these 
more tangible and practical daily issues with their son, single mothers may resort to their 
parental authority to control the teenager, thus there was a direct effect of economic pressure 
on inept parenting, which in turn, induced adolescent delinquent behavior in boys. 
However, these gender differences need to be interpreted with caution. Tested with 
the stacked model technique (Bollen, 1989), most of the paths in the conceptual model as 
depicted in Figure 1 failed to reach statistical significance. The only path that had significantly 
different coefficients for boys and girls was the one between parenting and adolescent 
adjustment. To be more specific, in the delinquent behavior model, parenting had a 
significantly stronger effect on delinquent behavior for boys than for girls. The 
unstandardized coefficients were 2.96 and 1.39, respectively. The same applied to the 
depressive symptoms model where parenting had a stronger impact on adolescent depression 
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for boys than for girls. The unstandardized coeflBcients were 3.82 and 1.30, respectively. The 
rest of the paths in Figure 1 failed to obtain significance. These findings seemed to indicate 
that gender was not a strong moderator for the two adolescent adjustment models. In other 
words, the findings regarding adolescent response to divorce was not gender-specific. If we 
took this conclusion to the extreme, the models should have been run without separating the 
boys fi"om the girls. However, the results were still reported by running the models by target 
gender. The reason was that the stacked modeling technique was used only as a reference. 
The results that it yielded were merely suggestive. Despite the fact that gender may not be a 
moderator, one might still wonder how the results would look when the gender of the 
adolescent is taken into account. 
Another way to manipulate fiirther the model was to remove family structure fi"om 
Figure 1 and use it as a moderator while stacking a model with only economic pressure and 
community disorganization as exogenous variables. The results (not shown) revealed that 
family structure was not a moderator if only economic pressure and community 
disorganization were used to predict parental psychological distress and parenting which, in 
turn, predicted adolescent outcomes. This experiment supported the conceptual model in 
Figure 1 which treats family structure as one of the exogenous variables, but not a moderator. 
In fact, family structure was included m the model as originally planned so that its relative 
impact on adolescent development could be compared with that of economic pressure and 
community disorganization. Such comparison could not be achieved if family structure was 
treated as a moderator. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
Four sections of discussion are included in this chapter. First, a brief summary of the 
findings along with comparisons with previous research are presented. A second section 
focuses on theoretical implications brought about by these findings. Policy implications are 
discussed in the third section. Implications for the present study and suggestions for fiiture 
research are discussed in the last section. 
Summary of flndings and comparisons with previous research 
Overall, the findings in the present study supported the conceptual model presented in 
Figure 1. Each exogenous variable affected one or more mediating variables which, in turn, 
influenced adolescent adjustment. For boys, economic pressure had the highest relative 
explanatory power among the three exogenous variables; it has the strongest association with 
parental psychological distress. In addition, economic pressure predicted not only mother's 
depression, it also predicts inept parenting. The other two exogenous variables only prediaed 
one out of the two mediating variables for the boys. The strong associations of economic 
pressure with both family structure and community disorganization (coefiBcients are .309 and 
.468, respectively for boys) indicated that part of the link between divorce and adolescent 
outcomes and between community disorganization and adolescent outcomes was explained by 
economic pressure. 
On the other hand, in girls' models, conmiunity disorganization had the strongest 
association with the mediating variable, mother's depression. The coefiBcients for conmiunity 
disorganization, economic pressure and family structure were .284, .245, and .118 on 
maternal psychological distress, respectively. However, family structure had an impact on 
both mediating variables whereas economic pressure and community disorganization had an 
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impact only on one. The strong correlations among economic pressure, family structure, and 
community disorganization in the boys' models indicated that part of the association between 
divorce and adolescent adjustment problems was explained by economic pressure and 
community disorganization. 
In both boys' and girls' models, the adverse efifect of community disorganization on 
adolescent outcomes was mediated through mother's depression. This mediational effect was 
not found in Klebanov et al. study (1994). One possible reason that they did not detect any 
mediational effects was that the instrument that they used to measure mother's characteristics 
was not sensitive to depressive symptoms, but to anxiety. While past research has indicated 
that depression is strongly related to parenting practices, anxiety is not. 
In addition, for both boys and girls, maternal psychological well-being had no direct 
effect on adolescent adjustment problems but had an indirect effect through inept parenting 
practices. This finding is consonant with past research on parent-child interaction (Conger, 
Patterson, and Ge, 1995; Ge, Conger, Lorenz, and Simons, 1994). It also addresses the 
questions by Forgatch, Patterson, and Skinner (1988) on mechanisms that might mediate 
between parental stressors and adolescent adjustment. 
However, the weak association between family structure and community 
disorganization m the boys' models indicates that community disorganization may not be a 
strong predictor on adolescent behavior or emotional outcomes for boys. It also indicates that 
community disorganization may not contribute much to the link between divorce and 
adolescent adjustment problems. This finding is inconsistent with previous research where 
there a relationship was found between the quality of community and adolescent delinquent 
behavior, especially for boys. This finding leads us to the discussion of theoretical 
implications of the present study. 
Theoretical implications 
The association between community quality and adolescent development problems 
was not found for boys in the present study. This may be due to the following possibilities. 
First, our measures of community disorganization were not sensitive enough to measure the 
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quality of community that the respondent lives in. The measures used for community 
disorganization were mother's perception of the community. They may have failed in 
distinguishing the communities the communities where the single mothers live from those 
where the married mothers live. Another related possibility is that perhaps it is true that due 
to their economic strain, single mothers live in the poorer side of the community whereas the 
married families live in a richer side. The measures may be too broad to make a distinction. A 
refined definition of community should be used to measure any tangible community efifeas. 
For instance, "the block where I live in" can be used to define community instead of "the 
community where I live in". In other words, better measures of community disorganization 
with improved validity need to be acquired. 
However, the present study made an attemp to specify by what machanisms 
community characteristics influence adolescent adjustments. The findings seemed to support 
the social control theory (Gottfredson and IDrschi, 1990) in that the parenting measures were 
found to be significantly related with delinquency. 
Second, the social disorganization doctrine was originally developed with observations 
obtained in inner-city communities which may have structural differences than those observed 
in the present study. Due to the lack of such possible di£ferences in our communities in the 
sample, the association was not detected. Third, related to the previous point, the social 
disorganization doctrine may not be applicable to rural communities. The rural communities 
in the present study may not have much variation among them to be a strong predictor of 
adolescent outcomes. This possibility may also explain the weaker correlation between 
community disorganization and family structure in both boys' and girls' models. Such weak 
correlations indicate that single-parent families were not more likelily to live in socially 
disadvantaged communities than married families. 
Another concern is about the treatment of family structure. The fact that family 
structure was treated as a dummy variable (with a value of "0" if the family is single-parent 
headed and a value of "1" if the parent is married) implied that other types of families were 
ignored. Although adolescents living in single-parent families and intact families cover the 
vast majority of adolescents, adolescents living in widowed families, stepped-parent families, 
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and with other adult relatives or single Others may have different types of adjustment 
problems than those discussed in the present study. With the increasing numbers of those 
femilies, it may not be appropriate to treat family structure as a dummy variable. If more than 
two types of family are examined, should family structure be a categorical or continuous 
variable? If the number of adults present in the household is of interest for testing hypotheses, 
perhaps family structure can be treated as a continuous variable. 
Noncustodial fathers have been intentionally left out from the present study. This 
exclusion of noncusodial fathers in the picture has serious theoretical implications for the 
research on divorce and family interaction. Past and present studies on noncustodial fathers' 
involvement with their children seem to indicate that frequency of contact (usually measured 
by numbers of visitations in a certain period) with the father is not strongly related to 
adolescent adjustment (Amato, 1993; King, 1994). However, the exclusion of the variable 
was not due to the expected weak contribution of the fathers' involvement in parenting to 
their child's well-being. It was due to the fact that comparable measures were not available 
for both single versus two-parent families. In addition, the parent-child relationship between a 
residential and a nonresidential father and their child is difficult to interpret and compare. 
Furthermore, research has indicated that the quality of parent-child interaction between a 
noncustodial father and his child is more important than the frequency of contact (Simons & 
Associates, 1996). Thus, how to quantify the quality of parent-child interaction for the 
noncustodial fathers becomes a serious technical task that requires careful research and 
questionnaire design. 
Policy implications 
After having learned how family structure and its correlates impact on adolescent 
adjustment, what social policies should be implemented so we may improve the quality of life 
for the adolescents living in either single or intact families? It is believed that prevention is no 
less important than any treatment. Education on how to become better parents should be 
available in both private and public schools; not only colleges should teach courses on 
parenting and parent-child interaction skills. High schools also need to consider offering such 
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courses. Being a parent traditionally has been regarded as a response to our natural instincts. 
However, giving birth to a child is much easier than educating one. Potential parents need to 
understand the link between their emotional well-being and parenting behavior and their 
children's development. Education on the subject also should be made available in the mass 
media. Public television programs, radio talk shows, and community discussion groups should 
cover such education. 
The finding that there was a direct path leading fi'om family structure to delinquent 
behavior for girls indicates that daughters in single-parent families were at higher risk for 
development of conduct problems. This direct effect of divorce on female adolescent 
development of deviant behavior was independent of the effects of mother's depression and 
parenting. It suggests that may be a modeling effect operating in single-mother families with 
girls. These adolescents need to be educated so that they realize they are at higher risk for 
developmental problems. In addition, they need to be aware that certain behaviors are not 
appropriate for teenagers although their residential mother may display such behaviors. 
Similar information also should be made available for adolescents who live in intact families so 
they know the possible differences between different family types with the hope that they may 
render social support to their peers in single-parent families. 
In addition, parents need to be aware of the fact that there is a link between divorce 
and poor child outcomes. They have to take their children's well-being into consideration 
when they are thinking about a possible divorce. The fear that discourse of the negative 
consequences of divorce on adolescents may stigmatize the image of single parents, especially 
single mothers, warrants no merit. Only a truthful depiction of the harsh reality that single 
parents face will assist us in finding better ways to avoid divorce or to deal with it. 
Given the fact that economic pressure was one of the factors that there was a link 
between divorce and poor adolescent development, it is logical to pursue possibilities that 
ease the hardship of divorce by providing families with financial assistance. One of the 
suggestions that McLanahan and Sandeflir (1994) made in their work on single-parent families 
was that the government provide Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) for the income that 
parents earn. For instance, a family with an annual income below $28,000 would receive 40 
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cents for each dollar earned, up to a maximum of $3,200 per year. This program should also 
include a job guarantee for those who are willing to work. Such aid would definitely reduce 
the financial hardship that low income families have. This policy should be made available not 
only to single-parent families, but to all low income families. 
However, EITC is only useful for parents who work. A related suggestion that 
McLanahan and Sandefiu made was that to encourage parents in low income families to seek 
employment in private sectors, the EITC program should provide a higher matched income 
tax credit for private-job owners. In addition, flexible work hours, better social and medical 
services, and better and affordable day care services also should be available to the single or 
two-parent &milies with low income. Those policies are important for the parents so they can 
juggle yet manage both their family obligations and their job responsibilities. They are 
especially important for single mothers. Availability of those services not only mitigate the 
financial hardship of bemg a single parent, it can certainly reduce the related psychological 
distress. 
McLanahan and Sandefur (1994) also made a suggestion regarding child support by 
the noncustodial fathers. Research has shown that not only is child support not inadequate, 
most fathers do not fulfill their obligations. According to McLanahan and Booth (1989), 
national data on child support awards indicate that only 58% of single mothers with children 
under the age of 21 had awarded child support in 1983. Among which, only 50% received 
full payment, 26% partial payment, and 24% with no payment at all. In addition, child 
support and alimony payments account for only about 10% of the income of White single 
mothers (Garfinkel & McLanahan, 1986). Thus, it is important that noncustodial fathers fulfill 
their obligations of being the father of the child by providing financial support. In the same 
vein, enforcement of child support by the noncustodial father becomes crucial. In addition, 
the child support should be matched with the level of wages that the father make. Research 
indicates that child support and alimony awards often do not change in accordance with the 
increased cost of living or the father's salary (Morgan, 1991). Therefore, more realistic 
awards need to be assured to better support the single-mother families. 
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Implications for the present study and suggestions for future research 
The findings in the present study indicate that divorce had an adverse effect on 
adolescent adjustment. Much of this association was mediated through parental psychological 
distress and parenting practices. In other words, the deleterious effect of family disruption on 
child outcomes was indirect through its influence on maternal depressive mood and inept 
parenting. On average, adolescents in single-parent households tended to have higher levels 
of conduct problems and emotional difiSculties. This was true for both boys and girls. This 
association was, in part, due to the fact that single mothers were more likely to have higher 
levels of psychological distress, which impeded their ability to be competent parents. This 
lack of parental supervision and close relationship with their children put the adolescent at 
increased risk for development of adjustment problems. Further, part of the link between 
divorce and negative adolescent outcomes was explained by two additional avenues: higher 
levels of economic pressure in single-parent households and the likelihood that single-parents 
tended to live in socially disadvantaged communities. Single mothers were found to have 
higher levels of financial difficulties and were more likely to live in socially disorganized 
neighborhoods, although the link between family structure and social disorganization was 
weaker for the boys. There are several concerns which need to be addressed in light of the 
present research model and its findings. 
While past research failed to identify the mechanisms by which community 
characteristics influence parenting behavior (Klebenov et al. 1994), the current study was able 
to detect that parental psychological distress was one of the intervening variables by which 
quality of community exerts its impact on parent-child interactions. Given the fact that much 
of the previous research on family has failed to incorporate community-related variables and 
provide possible mediating variables, the present study has contributed to this field of study by 
identifying the mechanisms by which conmiunity characteristics influence family processes. 
In addition, the present study utilized the structural equation modeling technique with 
multiple indicators and multiple reporters for the theoretical constructs that most previous 
studies were unable to offer. Such a methodological approach addressed the inevitable 
measurement error issue, which an ordinary regression approach cannot address. Information 
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obtained by multiple sources further strengthened the present study by providing more 
accurate and reliable measurement of the study variables. Most of the previous studies relied 
solelyon self-report measures; thus th^ &iled to address the issue of shared method variance. 
Association between two variables observed in those studies could be spurious due to the 
possibility that both variables were influenced by a common factor, e.g. the same reporter. 
Finally, the present study included both divorced and intact families with mothers of 
similar socio-economic status. Comparisons between these two groups were possible after 
the effect of social class was taken into consideration. Some of the past research did not 
include divorced families (e.g. Conger et al., 1992). Therefore, comparisons by family 
structure were not possible in those studies. In addition, the present study addressed the 
possibility that the link between divorce and negative adolescent outcomes might be spurious 
due to a possible common factor, e.g. social class. By examining important demographic 
characteristics of the mothers in both divorced and intact families and establishing the fact that 
there were no significant differences between the two groups, this possible spurious effect was 
eliminated. Thus, the current study was able to show that social class was not one of the 
factors that explain the association between family structure and adolescent adjustment 
problems. 
However, there are limitations in the present study. Given the cross-sectional nature 
of the present study, it was difficult to argue for any causal orders between study variables in 
the conceptual model as depicted in Figure 1. Although time-ordering is not a sufiBcient 
condition for establishing causality, it is a necessary one. If the data set used in the present 
study was longitudinal, causality would be easier to argue for. Since the two research projects 
involved in the present study had a panel design with multiple waves of data available, this 
study and its research model can be easily expanded to include longitudinal data. A superior 
model would have exogenous variables with indicators of earlier waves predicting endogenous 
variables of later waves. Long-term effects of family disruption could also be studied by such 
longitudinal research. 
On a related methodological note, some variables (for instance, the maternal 
depression items) asking how the respondent had felt "in the past week" were used to predict 
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other variables (for instance, the adolescent conduct problem items) that asking how the target 
child had done certain behaviors "in the past year". Some may argue that behaviors reported 
having done in the past week should not be used to predict other behaviors reputed in the past 
year. Although this is a valid argument on the basis of logic, the current study assimied that 
what the informant reported on his or her behavior was somewhat consistent across time. 
Therefore, the mother's report on how she had felt "in the past week" was assumed to be 
representative of the same item as if it was asked "in the past year". Given the cross-sectional 
nature of the present study, eventually all variables were measured at the same time. The 
order of the variables in the research model was established by the theoretical argument, not 
their temporal order. 
Generalizability of the research findings in the present study is another concern that 
needs to be addressed. The sample used in the current study was entirely composed of White 
families and the data were collected in rural areas. Samples with ethnic/racial diversity and 
data collected from urban settings should be used to test the conceptual model. There could 
be cultural and/or structural differences by which divorce exerts its impact on adolescent 
outcomes that the current study overlooked because of its both racially and demographically 
homogenous sample. These cultural and structural differences also may explain variation in 
family disruption, and thus may have both a direct and an indirect impact on child outcomes. 
As discussed briefly in the theoretical review section, other family types also need to 
be included in future study of family disruption to further understanding of the family 
processes operating in them. For instance, step-parent families, widowed families, and 
families with grandparents or other adult relatives represent other family types that were 
excluded from the current study. If the term, family structure, is to be used to its fullest 
extent, all possible family types should be included and studied. Thus, family structure may no 
longer be treated as a dichotomous variable. 
An important variable, marital discord, was not included in the current study. Some 
researchers have argued that parental conflict explains the association between divorce and 
negative child outcomes (Johnston, Kline, & Tschann, 1989; Grynch & Fincham, 1990). 
Persistent marital discord and parental conflict that carried over from the actual divorce may 
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explain adolescent adjustment problems among those living in divorced ^milies. According to 
this perspective, the well-being of the children in divorced &milies should be higher than those 
living with unhappily married parents. Since the divorced couple are not living together, the 
children are less likely to observe parental conflict. Thus, the children in divorced families are 
less subject to aggressive behavior and to develop emotional withdrawal and other related 
problems. In a recent study by Simons and colleagues (1996), comparisons were made 
between divorced, happily married, and unhappily married families. It was found that 
adolescents in divorced families had the highest levels of conduct problems and emotional 
difBculties among the three groups. No significant dififerences in adolescent development 
were detected between the high marital-discord and the low marital-discord families. While 
this variable was intentionally left out from the conceptual model, future research might 
include it to further assess its possible impact on adolescent adjustment and compare its 
relative explanatory power with divorce. 
Finally, a pathological picture of the divorced family was seemingly used in the current 
study. The divorced mothers were described, although with the modifier "on average", as 
more depressed, did not parent as well as the married mothers, and had higher economic 
difficulties. Those factors impaired the divorced mother's parental skills which, in turn, 
increased the risk for her child to develop adjustment problems. In other words, basically, the 
conceptual model captures how adolescents in divorced families develop adjustment problems. 
However, as discussed previously, the majority of the children in divorced families do not 
develop any serious externalizing or internalizing problems. A reasonable question is what 
factors have helped them and prevented them from a high risk of developing adjustment 
problems. Such protective factors were excluded from the current study. Perhaps the 
presence of grandparents or other aduhs in the household helped the adolescent by providing 
an alternative role model and strengthening supervision over the child. A fiiendly neighbor or 
a responsible school teacher also may help the divorced family in coping with stress associated 
with family disruption and financial adjustment after divorce. Such social resources were 
overlooked in the present study. A more thorough study of the family processes in divorced 
families ought to include those possible protective factors. 
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Divorce is a stressflil life event for most people. With its steady growth rate, divorce 
is bound to be around us in the coming years. Although we may have seen many successful 
people who are divorced, there may be more divorced families who are living a miserable life 
that we do not see. Understanding the lives of those divorced people is not merely an 
academic interest. It may help us better understand and appreciate the people who we work 
with or who live nearby. Such understanding also provides foundations for sound social 
policies that promote the well-being of women and children in need. 
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APPENDIX A 
MEASURES USED IN THE STUDY 
Economic pressure (mother's self report, 29 items) 
Can't make ends meet (3 items) 
Our income never seems to catch up with our expenses. 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neutral or mixed 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
During the past twelve months, how much difficulty have you had paying your bills? 
1. A great deal of difficulty 
2. Quite a bit of difficulty 
3. Some difficulty 
4. No difficulty at all 
Think again over the past twelve months. Generally, at the end of each month did you 
end up with... 
1. More than enough money left over 
2. Some money left over 
3. Just enough to make ends meet 
4. Not enough to make ends meet 
Material needs (7 items) 
How much do you agree or disagree with each statement about your family's 
economic situation? 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neutral or mixed 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
My family has enough money to afford the kind of home we would like to have. 
We have enough money to afford the kind of clothing we should have. 
We have enough money to afford the kind of fiimiture or household equipment we 
should have. 
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We have enough money to afford the kind of car we need. 
We have enough money to afiford the kind of food we should have. 
We have enough money to afford the kind of medical care we should have. 
My family has enough monqr to afford the kind of leisure and recreational activities 
we want to participate in. 
Financial adjustments (19 items) 
In the last 12 months, has your family made any of the following adjustments because 
of financial needs? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
Used savings to meet daily living expenses. 
Sold possessions or cashed in life insurance. 
Purchased more items on credit than you used to. 
Postponed major household purchase(s). 
Reduced other charitable contributions. 
Reduced or left life insurance lapse. 
Reduced or eliminated medical insurance. 
Reduced or eliminated auto or household insurance. 
Changed food shopping or eating habits to save money. 
Reduced driving the car to save money. 
Reduced household utility use. 
Cut back on social activities and entertainment expenses. 
Postponed medical/dental care. 
Fallen behind in paying bills. 
Postponed a planned vacation. 
Borrowed money to help pay bills. 
Postponed or delayed paying property tax. 
Sold property to raise money. 
Forfeited a contract for land or other property. 
Community disorganization (mother's self report, 16 items) 
Think about where you live today, how much do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements? 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neutral or mixed 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
Business development (7 items) 
There have been a lot of business failures in our area in recent years. 
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Too many women with children have to work around here in order to have enough 
money to live on. 
It seems like businesses and homes in our area are more run down than they used to 
be. 
A lot of people are having financial problems in this area. 
It seems like a lot of people have left our area in recent years. 
A lot of people are unemployed around here. 
Most jobs around here pay too little to raise a family. 
School quality (3 items) 
Teachers in schools in our area really care about kids. 
I think we have good schools for our children. 
The schools in our areas seem to get worse every year. 
Social services (3 items) 
We don't have the medical services we need close by. 
We don't have the police and fire protection we need. 
We have to travel too far to get the educational, social, or medical services we need. 
Attachment (3 items) 
If I could, I would move somewhere else. 
The nice thing about this area is that everyone is fiiendly and helpful. 
People around here work hard to make this a good place to live. 
Maternal depression (mother's self report, 13 items) 
The following is a list of problems and complaints that people sometimes have. How 
much discomfort has each problems caused you during the past week including today? 
During the past week, how much were you distressed or bothered by... 
1. Not at all 
2. A little bit 
3. A moderate amount 
4. Quite a bit 
5. Extremely 
Loss of sexual uiterest or pleasure 
Feeling low in energy or slowed down 
Thoughts of ending your life 
Crying easily 
Feelings of being trapped or caught 
Blaming yourself for things 
Feeling lonely 
Feeling blue 
Worrying too much about things 
Feeling no interest in things 
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Feeling hopeless about the future 
Feeling everything is an effort 
Feelings ofworthlessness 
Inept parenting (mother's self report, 19 items) 
Now please circle the number that best indicate how you relate to the target child and 
what idnd of expectations you have of him or her. 
1. Always 
2. Ahnost always 
3. About half the time 
4. Almost never 
5. Never 
Child monitoring (4 items) 
In the course of a day, how often do you know where he or she is? 
How often do you icnow who the target child is with when he or she is away from 
home? 
How often do you talk with the target child about what is going on in his or her life? 
How often do you know if he or she came home or was in bed by the set time? 
Consistent discipline (6 items) 
How often do you give up when you ask the target child to do something and he or 
she doesn't do it? 
When you tell the target child to stop doing something and he or she doesn't stop, 
how often do you punish him or her? 
Once a punishment has been decided, how often can he or she get out of it? 
How often do you punish the target child for something at one time, and then at other 
times not punish him or her for the same thing? 
When you punish the target child, how often does the kind of punishment you use 
depend on your mood? 
How often do you and your spouse disagree about punishing the target child? 
Harsh discipline (4 items) 
When the target child does something wrong, how often do you lose your temper and 
yell at him or her? 
How often do you spank or slap the target child when he or she does something 
wrong? 
When punishing the target child, how often do you hit him or her with a bek, paddle, 
or something else? 
When the target child does something wrong, how often do you tell him or her to get 
out or lock him or her out of the house? 
Hostility toward the target (5 items) 
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During the past month, when you and the target child have spent time talking or doing 
things together, how often did you... 
1. Always 
2. Almost always 
3. Fairly often 
4. About half the time 
5. Not too often 
6. Almost never 
7. Never 
Get angry at him/her. 
Criticize him/her or his/her ideas. 
Shout or yell at him/her because you were mad at him/her. 
Argue with him/her whenever you disagreed about something. 
Hit, push, grab, or shove him/her. 
Inept parenting (target's report, 26 items) 
How often do each of the following things happen? 
1. Always 
2. Almost always 
3. About half the time 
4. Almost never 
5. Never 
Child monitoring (4 items) 
In the course of a day, how often does you mom know where you are? 
How often does your mom know who you are with when you are away fi-om home? 
How often does your mom talk with you about what is going on in your life? 
How often does your mom know if you came home or were in bed by set time? 
Consistent discipline (6 items) 
When your mom asks you to do something and you don't do it right away, how often 
does she give up? 
When your mom tells you to stop doing something and you don't stop, how often 
does she punish you? 
When you do something wrong and your mom decides on a punishment, how often 
can you get out of it? 
How often does you mom punish you for something at one time, and then at other 
times not punish you for the same thing? 
When your mom is punishing you, how much does the kind of punishment you get 
depend on her mood? 
How often does your mom disagree with your dad about how or when to punish you? 
Harsh discipline (4 items) 
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When you do something wrong, how often does your mom lose her temper and yell at 
you? 
When you do something wrong, how often does your mom spank or slap you? 
When punishing you, how often does your mom hit you with a belt, paddle or 
something else? 
When you do something wrong, how often does your mom tell you to get out or lock 
you out of the house? 
Hostility toward the target (12 items) 
During the past month, when you and your mom have spent time talking or doing 
things together, how often did your mom... 
1. Always 
2. Almost always 
3. Fairly often 
4. About half the time 
5. Not too often 
6. Ahnost never 
7. Never 
Get angry at you 
Criticize you or your ideas 
Shout or yell at you because she was made at you 
Ignore you when you tried to talk to her 
Threaten to do something that would upset you if you didn't do what she wanted 
Try to make you feel guilty 
Say you made her unhappy 
Get into a fight or argument with you 
Hit, push, grab or shove you 
Argue with you whenever you disagreed about something 
Cry, whine or nag to get her way 
Not do things you asked her to do 
Inept parenting (observer's ratings, 9 items) 
Use the following to rate each of the parenting characteristics 
1. Low 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. High 
Child monitoring (1 item) 
Mother to target (task 1) 
Consistent discipline (1 item) 
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Mother to target(task 1) 
Hanh discipline (1 item) 
Mother to target(task 1) 
Use the following to rate each interaction for the given behaviors 
1. Low 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. High 
Hostility toward target (6 items) 
Hostility 
Mother to target (task 1 and task 2) 
Angry coercion 
Mother to target (task 1 and task 2) 
Antisocial behavior 
Mother to target (task 1 and task 2) 
Conduct problems (target self report, 23 items) 
The following is a list of behaviors related to laws and rules. We'd like to know 
whether you've done any of these things. Tell us how often you've done each thing in the last 
year. 
1. Never 
2. Once 
3. 2-3 times 
4. 4-5 times 
5. 6 or more times 
Run away from home 
Taken something worth less than $25 that didn't belong to you 
Taken something worth more than $25 that didn't belong to you 
Driven a car when drunk 
Cut classes, or stayed away from school without permission 
Taken a car or other vehicle without the owner's permission, just to drive around 
Beat up someone of fought someone physically because they made you angry (other 
and just playing around) 
Gone to court or been placed on probation for something you did 
Been placed in juvenile detention or jail 
Snatched someone's purse or wallet without hurting them 
Been drunk in a public place 
Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you 
Broken into or tried to break into a building just for fun or to look around 
81 
Broken into or tried to break into a building to steal or damage something 
Thrown objects such as rocks or bottles at people to hurt or scare them 
Attacked someone with a weapon, trying to seriously hurt them 
Sold illegal drugs such as pot, grass, hash, LSD, cocaine, or other drugs 
Used a weapon, force or strong arm methods to get money or things from someone 
Been picked up by the police for something you did 
Set fire to a building or field or something like that just for fijn 
Sneaked into a movie, ballgame or something like that without paying 
Gotten into trouble for driving a car without a license 
Gotten a ticket for speeding or other traffic violation in a car 
Emotional problems (target self report, 12 items) 
The following is a list of problems and complaints that people sometimes have. How 
much discomfort has each problem caused you during the past week including today? During 
the past week, how much were you distressed or bothered by... 
1. Not at all 
2. A little bit 
3. A modei^te amount 
4. Quite a bit 
5. Extremely 
Feeling low in energy or slowed down 
Thoughts of ending your life 
Crying easily 
Feelings of being trapped or caught 
Blaming yourself for things 
Feeling lonely 
Feeling blue 
Worrying too much about things 
Feeling no interest in things 
Feeling hopeless about the fiiture 
Feeling everything is an effort 
Feelings of worthlessness 
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APPENDKB 
FREQUENCY TABLES FOR DELINQUENCY AND DEPRESSION 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS BY FAMILY TYPE AND GENDER 
Group 1: Boys in two-parent families (N=143) 
How often in the last year have you ever.... 
1. Run away from home 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Never 
2-3 times 
1 
3 
Total 
142 
1 
143 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
99.3 
100.0 
2. Taken less than S25 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times . 4 
6 or more times 5 
111 
14 
9 
5 
4 
77.6 
9.8 
6.3 
3.5 
2.8 
77.6 
9.8 
6.3 
3.5 
2.8 
77.6 
87.4 
93.7 
97.2 
100.0 
Total 143 100.0 100.0 
3. Taken more than S25 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Never 1 
Once 2 
6 or more times 5 
4. Drunk driving 
Total 
139 
3 
1 
143 
97.2 
2.1 
.7 
100.0 
97.2 
2.1 
.7 
100.0 
97.2 
99.3 
100.0 
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Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 143 
Total 143 
Cut classes 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 122 
Once 2 12 
2-3 times 3 5 
4-5 times 4 1 
6 or more times 5 3 
Total 143 
Joy riding 
Value Label . Value Frequency 
Never 1 134 
Once 2 5 
2-3 times 3 4 
Total 143 
Beat up someone 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 110 
Once 2 21 
2-3 times 3 11 
4-5 times 4 1 
Total 143 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
85.3 85.3 85.3 
8.4 8.4 93.7 
3.5 3.5 97.2 
.7 .7 97.9 
2.1 2.1 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
93.7 93.7 93.7 
3.5 3.5 97.2 
2.8 2.8 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
76.9 76.9 76.9 
14.7 14.7 91.6 
7.7 7.7 99.3 
.7 .7 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Gone to court 
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Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 137 
Once 2 5 
2-3 times 3 1 
Total 143 
9. Been placed in detention 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 143 
Total 143 
10. Snatched someone's purse 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 143 
Total 143 
11. Drunic in public 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 137 
Once 2 4 
2-3 times 3 2 
Total 143 
12. Damaged property on purpose 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 119 
Once 2 14 
2-3 times 3 10 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
95.8 95.8 95.8 
3.5 3.5 99.3 
.7 .7 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
95.8 95.8 95.8 
2.8 2.8 98.6 
1.4 1.4 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
83.2 83.2 83.2 
9.8 9.8 93.0 
7.0 7.0 100.0 
85 
Total 143 100.0 100.0 
13. Broken into building to look 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
134 
5 
1 
2 
1 
Total 143 
14. Broken into building to steal 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 
2-3 times 3 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
IS. Thrown objects at people 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
141 
1 
1 
143 
125 
13 
5 
Percent 
93.7 
3.5 
.7 
1.4 
.7 
100.0 
Percent 
98.6 
.7 
.7 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
87.4 
9.1 
3.5 
Total 143 100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
93.7 
3.5 
.7 
1.4 
.7 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
98.6 
.7 
.7 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
87.4 
9.1 
3.5 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
93.7 
97.2 
97.9 
99.3 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
98.6 
99.3 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
87.4 
96.5 
100.0 
16. Attacked someone 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
Value 
1 
2 
Total 
17. Sold illegal drugs 
Frequency Percent 
142 
1 
143 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.3 
100.0 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
18. Used a weapon 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
19. Picked up by the police 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
Total 
20. Set fire 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
Total 
21. Sneaked into a movie 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
86 
Valid Cum 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
143 100.0 100.0 100.0 
143 100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
143 100.0 100.0 100.0 
143 100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
131 91.6 91.6 91.6 
12 8.4 8.4 100.0 
143 100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
142 99.3 99.3 99.3 
1 .7 .7 100.0 
143 100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
101 70.6 70.6 70.6 
21 14.7 14.7 85.3 
16 11.2 11.2 96.5 
2 1.4 1.4 97.9 
3 2.1 2.1 100.0 
87 
Total 143 100.0 100.0 
22. Driving without a license 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Total 
23. Gotten s speedy ticket 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
Frequency Percent 
142 
1 
143 
Total 
136 
6 
1 
143 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
95.1 
4.2 
.7 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.3 
.7 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
95.1 
4.2 
.7 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.3 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
95.1 
99.3 
100.0 
Group 2: Boys in single-parent families (N=93) 
How often in the last year have you ever.... 
1. Run away from home 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
2-3 times 3 
6 or more times 5 
2. Taken less than S25 
Total 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Frequency Percent 
91 
1 
1 
93 
61 
13 
15 
1 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
65.6 
14.0 
16.1 
1.1 
Valid 
Percent 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
65.6 
14.0 
16.1 
1.1 
Cum 
Percent 
97.8 
98.9 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
65.6 
79.6 
95.7 
96.8 
88 
6 or more times 5 3 
Total 93 
Taken more than S25 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 83 
Once 2 5 
2-3 times 3 3 
6 or more times 5 2 
Total 93 
Drunk driving 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 91 
2-3 times 3 1 
4-5 times 4 1 
Total 93 
Cut classes 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 75 
Once 2 7 
2-3 times 3 4 
4-5 times 4 1 
6 or more times 5 6 
Total 93 
Joy riding 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 85 
Once 2 5 
2-3 times 3 2 
3.2 3.2 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
89.2 89.2 89.2 
5.4 5.4 94.6 
3.2 3.2 97.8 
2.2 2.2 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
97.8 97.8 97.8 
1.1 1.1 98.9 
1.1 1.1 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
80.6 80.6 80.6 
7.5 7.5 88.2 
4.3 4.3 92.5 
1.1 1.1 93.5 
6.5 6.5 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
91.4 91.4 91.4 
5.4 5.4 96.8 
2.2 2.2 98.9 
89 
6 or more times 5 1.1 1.1 100.0 
Total 
7. Beat up someone 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
6 or more times 
8. Gone to court 
Value Label 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
9. Been placed in detention 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
10. Snatched someone's purse 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
2-3 times 3 
93 
62 
8 
12 
4 
7 
93 
82 
7 
4 
93 
93 
93 
92 
1 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
66.7 
8.6 
12.9 
4.3 
7.5 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
88.2 
7.5 
4.3 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
98.9 
1.1 
100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
66.7 
8.6 
12.9 
4.3 
7.5 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
88.2 
7.5 
4.3 
lOO.O 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
98.9 
1.1 
Cum 
Percent 
66.7 
75.3 
88.2 
92.5 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
88.2 
95.7 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
98.9 
100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
90 
11. Drunk in public 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
6 or more times 5 
Frequency Percent 
82 
7 
1 
3 
Total 93 
12. Damaged property on purpose 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
13. Broken into building to look 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
14. Broken into building to steal 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
1 
2 
3 
4 
62 
14 
11 
4 
2 
93 
81 
5 
5 
1 
1 
93 
88 
1 
3 
1 
88.2 
7.5 
1.1 
3.2 
100.0 
Percent 
66.7 
15.1 
11.8 
4.3 
2.2 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
87.1 
5.4 
5.4 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
94.6 
1.1 
3.2 
1.1 
VaUd 
Percent 
88.2 
7.5 
1.1 
3.2 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
66.7 
15.1 
11.8 
4.3 
2.2 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
87.1 
5.4 
5.4 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
94.6 
1.1 
3.2 
1.1 
Cum 
Percent 
88.2 
95.7 
96.8 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
66.7 
81.7 
93.5 
97.8 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
87.1 
92.5 
97.8 
98.9 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
94.8 
95.7 
98.9 
100.0 
91 
Total 
15. Thrown objects at people 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times S 
Total 
93 100.0 
Frequency Percent 
81 
3 
3 
2 
4 
93 
87.1 
3.2 
3.2 
2.2 
4.3 
100.0 
100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
87.1 
3.2 
3.2 
2.2 
4.3 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
87.1 
90.3 
93.5 
95.7 
100.0 
16. Attacked someone 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
17. Sold illegal drugs 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
6 or more times 
1 
2 
5 
Frequency Percent 
89 
1 
1 
2 
93 
Total 
91 
1 
1 
93 
95.7 
1.1 
1.1 
2.2 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
95.7 
1.1 
1.1 
2.2 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
95.7 
96.8 
97.8 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
97.8 
98.9 
100.0 
18. Used a weapon 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
4-5 times 
Value 
1 
2 
4 
Frequency Percent 
91 
1 
1 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
Valid 
Percent 
97.8 
1.1 
1.1 
Cum 
Percent 
97.8 
98.9 
100.0 
92 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
19. Picked up by the police 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
6 or more times 
20. Set fire 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 
Value 
1 
2 
Frequency Percent 
75 
13 
2 
2 
1 
93 
88 
5 
80.6 
14.0 
2.2 
2.2 
1.1 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
94.6 
5.4 
Total 93 100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
80.6 
14.0 
2.2 
2.2 
1.1 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
94.6 
5.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
80.6 
94.6 
96.8 
98.9 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
94.6 
100.0 
21. Sneaked into a movie 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
22. Driving without a license 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
Frequency Percent 
51 
14 
14 
4 
10 
93 
89 
2 
2 
54.8 
15.1 
15.1 
4.3 
10.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
95.7 
2.2 
2.2 
Valid 
Percent 
54.8 
15.1 
15.1 
4.3 
10.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
95.7 
2.2 
2.2 
Cum 
Percem 
54.8 
69.9 
84.9 
89.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
95.7 
97.8 
100.0 
93 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
23. Gotten s speedy ticket 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Frequency Percent 
90 
3 
Total 93 
96.8 
3.2 
100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
96.8 
3.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
96.8 
100.0 
Group 3: Girls in two-parent families (N=165) 
How often in the last year have you ever.... 
1. Run away from home 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
Frequency Percent 
Total 
162 
2 
1 
165 
98.2 
1.2 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
98.2 
1.2 
.6 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
98.2 
99.4 
100.0 
2. Taken less than $25 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Frequency Percent 
Total 
146 
11 
3 
4 
1 
165 
88.5 
6.7 
1.8 
2.4 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
88.5 
6.7 
1.8 
2.4 
.6 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
88.5 
95.2 
97.0 
99.4 
100.0 
3. Taken more than S25 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
Frequency Percent 
163 
1 
1 
98.8 
.6 
.6 
Valid 
Percent 
98.8 
.6 
.6 
Cum 
Percent 
98.8 
99.4 
100.0 
94 
Total 165 
Drunk driving 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 162 
Once 2 2 
6 or more times 5 1 
Total 165 
Cut classes 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 147 
Once 2 9 
2-3 times 3 8 
4-5 times 4 1 
Total 165 
Joy riding 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 150 
Once 2 11 
2-3 times 3 2 
4-5 times 4 1 
6 or more times 5 1 
Total 165 
Beat up someone 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 156 
Once 2 7 
2-3 times 3 2 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
98.2 98.2 98.2 
1.2 1.2 99.4 
.6 .6 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
89.1 89.1 89.1 
5.5 5.5 94.5 
4.8 4.8 99.4 
.6 .6 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
90.9 90.9 90.9 
6.7 6.7 97.6 
1.2 1.2 98.8 
.6 .6 99.4 
.6 .6 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
94.5 94.5 94.5 
4.2 4.2 98.8 
1.2 1.2 100.0 
95 
Total 165 100.0 100.0 
8. Gone to court 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
9. Been placed in detention 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
10. Snatched someone's purse 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
11. Drunk in public 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Frequency Percent 
163 
1 
1 
165 
165 
165 
152 
4 
5 
2 
2 
98.8 
.6 
.6 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
165 100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
165 100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
92.1 
2.4 
3.0 
1.2 
1.2 
VaKd 
Percent 
98.8 
.6 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
92.1 
2.4 
3.0 
1.2 
1.2 
Cum 
Percent 
98.8 
99.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
92.1 
94.5 
97.6 
98.8 
100.0 
Total 165 100.0 100.0 
12. Damaged property on purpose 
Valid Cum 
96 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
13. Broken into building to look 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Total 
14. Broken into building to steal 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
15. Thrown objects at people 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
154 
7 
4 
165 
164 
1 
165 
165 
156 
6 
3 
93.3 
4.2 
2.4 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
165 100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
Total 165 
94.5 
3.6 
1.8 
100.0 
93.3 
4.2 
2.4 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
94.5 
3.6 
1.8 
100.0 
93.3 
97.6 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
94.5 
98.2 
100.0 
16. Attacked someone 
Value Label 
Never 
4-5 times 
Value 
1 
4 
Frequency Percent 
164 
1 
99.4 
.6 
Valid 
Percent 
99.4 
.6 
Cum 
Percent 
99.4 
100.0 
Total 165 100.0 100.0 
97 
17. Sold Ulegal drugs 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
2-3 times 3 
Total 
18. Used a weapon 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
19. Picked up by the police 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
20. Set fire 
Value Label 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Total 
Never 
Once 
Value 
1 
2 
Total 
21. Sneaked into a movie 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
Value 
1 
2 
Frequency 
164 
1 
165 
165 
165 
157 
6 
1 
1 
165 
164 
1 
165 
139 
16 
Valid 
Percent Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
VaUd 
Frequency Percent Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
95.2 
3.6 
.6 
.6 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
84.2 
9.7 
100.0 
100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
95.2 
3.6 
.6 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
84.2 
9.7 
Cum 
Percent 
99.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
95.2 
98.8 
99.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.4 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
84.2 
93.9 
98 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
3 
4 
Total 
22. Driving without a license 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Total 
23. Gotten s speedy ticket 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
8 
2 
165 
158 
7 
165 
Total 
164 
1 
165 
4.8 
1.2 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
95.8 
4.2 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
4.8 
1.2 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
95.8 
4.2 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.4 
.6 
100.0 
98.8 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
95.8 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.4 
100.0 
Group 4: Girls in single-parent families (N=106) 
How often in the last year have you ever.... 
L Run away from home 
Value Label 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
2. Taken less than $25 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
Frequency Percent 
100 
5 
1 
106 
85 
9 
9 
94.3 
4.7 
.9 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
80.2 
8.5 
8.5 
Valid 
Percent 
94.3 
4.7 
.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
80.2 
8.5 
8.5 
Cum 
Percent 
94.3 
99.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
80.2 
88.7 
97 2 
99 
4-5 times 4 1 
6 or more times 5 2 
Total 106 
Taken more than S2S 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 102 
Once 2 3 
2-3 times 3 1 
Total 106 
Drunk driving 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 102 
2-3 times 3 1 
4-5 times 4 1 
6 or more times 5 2 
Total 106 
Cut classes 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never I 82 
Once 2 10 
2-3 times 3 6 
4-5 times 4 3 
6 or more times 5 5 
Total 106 
Joy riding 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 96 
.9 .9 98.1 
1.9 1.9 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
96.2 96.2 96.2 
2.8 2.8 99.1 
.9 .9 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
96.2 96.2 96.2 
.9 .9 97.2 
.9 .9 98.1 
1.9 1.9 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
77.4 77.4 77.4 
9.4 9.4 86.8 
5.7 5.7 92.5 
2.8 2.8 95.3 
4.7 4.7 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent Percent 
90.6 90.6 90.6 
100 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
7. Beat up someone 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
6 or more times 
8. Gone to court 
Value Label 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
Value 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
9. Been placed in detention 
Value Label Value 
Never 
2-3 times 
Total 
10. Snatched someone's purse 
Value Label Value 
3 
3 
1 
3 
106 
93 
3 
5 
1 
4 
106 
100 
4 
2 
106 
105 
1 
106 
2.8 
2.8 
.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
87.7 
2.8 
4.7 
.9 
3.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
94.3 
3.8 
1.9 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
99.1 
.9 
100.0 
Never 1 
Frequency Percent 
106 100.0 
2.8 
2.8 
.9 
2.8 
100.0 
VaUd 
Percent 
87.7 
2.8 
4.7 
.9 
3.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
94.3 
3.8 
1.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.1 
.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
93.4 
96.2 
97.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
87.7 
90.6 
95.3 
96.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
94.3 
98.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
101 
Total 106 100.0 100.0 
11. Drunk in public 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Frequency Percent 
90 
5 
4 
3 
4 
Total 106 
12. Damaged property on purpose 
Value Label Value Frequency 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
13. Broken into building to look 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
14. Broken into building to steal 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
93 
8 
1 
1 
3 
106 
103 
2 
1 
106 
104 
2 
84.9 
4.7 
3.8 
2.8 
3.8 
100.0 
Percent 
87.7 
7.5 
.9 
.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
97.2 
1.9 
.9 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
98.1 
1.9 
VaUd 
Percent 
84.9 
4.7 
3.8 
2.8 
3.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
87.7 
7.5 
.9 
.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
97.2 
1.9 
.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
98.1 
1.9 
Cum 
Percent 
84.9 
89.6 
93.4 
96.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
87.7 
95.3 
96.2 
97.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
97.2 
99.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
98.1 
100.0 
102 
Total 
15. Thrown objects at people 
Value Label Value 
106 100.0 
Never 
Once 
2-3 times 
1 
2 
3 
Total 
16. Attacked someone 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
4-5 times 4 
Total 
17. Sold illegal drugs 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
18. Used a weapon 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Total 
19. Picked up by the police 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Frequency Percent 
101 
2 
3 
106 
105 
1 
106 
106 
106 
106 
95 
7 
95.3 
1.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
99.1 
.9 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
106 100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
89.6 
6.6 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
95.3 
1.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
99.1 
.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
89.6 
6.6 
Cum 
Percent 
95.3 
97.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
99.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
89.6 
96.2 
103 
2-3 times 
4-5 times 
20. Set fire 
Value Label 
Never 
3 
4 
Total 
Value 
1 
Total 
21. Sneaked into a movie 
Value Label Value 
Never 1 
Once 2 
2-3 times 3 
4-5 times 4 
6 or more times 5 
Total 
22. Driving without a license 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
Total 
23. Gotten s speedy ticket 
Value Label Value 
Never 
Once 
1 
2 
3 
1 
106 
106 
80 
13 
6 
4 
3 
106 
103 
3 
106 
104 
2 
2.8 
.9 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
106 100.0 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
75.5 
12.3 
5.7 
3.8 
2.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
97.2 
2.8 
100.0 
Frequency Percent 
98.1 
1.9 
2.8 
.9 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
100.0 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
75.5 
12.3 
5.7 
3.8 
2.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
97.2 
2.8 
100.0 
Valid 
Percent 
98.1 
1.9 
99.1 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
75.5 
87.7 
93.4 
97.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
97.2 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
98.1 
100.0 
Total 106 100.0 100.0 
104 
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